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Foreword 


Soviet Evangelicals Since World War II gives an excellent view into 
the developments and present situation of evangelical churches in a socialist 
country. : 

Walter Sawatsky writes as one who is intimately acquainted with the 
material. He not only has studied the relevant literature and available in- 
formation, but he knows the. relationships from firsthand and personal 
experiences, : 

He knows very well the various and necessary attempts of the evangel- 
icals in the USSR to unite not only spiritually but also organizationally, and 


“ he knows about the bitter experiences of splits and identity crises within the 


evangelical spectrum. 

He makes clear that the law in the USSR guarantees religious 
freedom, but that Christians in carrying out their local church work have 
often been limited and circumscribed. This is particularly true regarding 
children’s and youth work, and mission and evangelism. But at the same 
time he demonstrates how the evangelicals have zealously and with great 
sacrifice used their worship services and other avenues of witness for 
missionary activity. 

Walter Sawatsky also acquaints the reader with the present differences 
of opinion and areas of conflict within the evangelical camp. These include 
the relationship between church and state and various related issues con- 
cerning a Christian’s activity in the social and political realm, the question 
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of conscientious objectors, the matter of the relationship to other non- 
Protestant churches and the World Council of Churches. He portrays how 
evangelicals for conscience’ sake and out of religious conviction sacrifice 
and even endure persecution. But at the same time he convinces the reader 
that the church of Christ is not only possible in a socialist country like the 
USSR, but that the evangelicals in the Soviet Union have become in many 
ways a genuine model for Christians in the West! ~ 

In this sense Soviet Evangelicals Since World War II is more than a 
study of church history. It is in many parts actually a study book for ques- 
tions of practical theology, forcing one to question one’s own position and 
traditional forms. In doing this the book is a source of inspiration and food 
for thought. 

Although the evangelicals in the USSR do not have the variety of 
church activities enjoyed elsewhere in the world and must limit their church 
life completely to the worship service, and although the majority of church 
members have received no theological training, and although every form of 
new member recruitment is prohibited, witness to Jesus Christ is always be- 
ing carried out and the churches are continually growing. 

The reason for this is certainly to be found in the personal decision of 
all evangelicals to follow Jesus and to commit their lives completely to the 
things of the Lord! Every ‘individual member is a witness to Jesus Christ 
and committed to lead others to the Lord and His fellowship. Every indi- 
vidual is a “priest of God” pledged to walk with God and, by reading of the 
Bible and prayer, to make progress in personal sanctification and to become 
a model for others. Believers see themselves as members of the body of 
Christ, endeavoring by love, care, and prayer “‘to be there for the other.” 

Those who read this study book will be personally enriched and will 
thank God for the evangelicals in the Soviet Union, “for their work of faith, 
and labor of love, and patience of hope in our Lord Jesus Christ” (1 Thess. 
1:3). 

Gerhard Claas, General Secretary 
Baptist World Alliance 





We need complete, truthful information. 
And the truth should not depend on whom it is to serve. 
—V. 1. Lenin 


Introduction: Who Are the 
Soviet Evangelicals? 


The popular notion about religion in the Soviet Union follows one of 
two simple arguments. One is that there is a battle going on in the Soviet 
Union—a life-and-death struggle between the forces of evil and the forces 
of good. The evil forces are personified in the communist leadership which 
is capable of the most perfidious action to attain its ends. The good is person- 
ified in a church of heroic martyrs who refuse to submit to state demands. 
“Since it is a life-and-death struggle,” as one proponent of this line of argu- 
ment once told me, “there are no grey areas. The struggle must be viewed 
in sharp, clear, black and white terms.” That has meant that the good 
Christians are sorted out from the bad Christians and the latter are linked 
with the forces of evil as being either weaklings, compromised Christians, 
apostates, or outright state agents. 

Books presenting the alternative thesis are usually written to counter 
the first. Where the first thesis argues that there is no freedom, the second 
claims there is adequate freedom. Proponents will list the publication of Bi- 
bles, open churches in Moscow, and the claims of Soviet propaganda as evi- 
dence. Many religious leaders have been given official tours of the Soviet 
Union and have returned highly impressed with what they saw. The 
crowded churches, the overpowering piety of the believers, the fervent 
preaching of their hosts, all convinced them they had seen a strong church. 

The evidence of a life-and-death struggle for faith in the Soviet Union 
is overpowering. The evidence for state persecution of religion is indisput- 
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able. At the same time, the evangelical church in the Soviet Union is a 
strong one. At present a large section of it is enjoying considerable 
freedoms. These believers provide clear evidence of growth and progress 
and they are convinced that they have a legitimate place in Soviet society. 
Even the Soviet state has demonstrated that it is not purely an agent for 
evil, but must be credited with major positive achievements. There has 
been impressive progress in efforts to feed, clothe, shelter and educate all 
Soviet citizens. The standard of living may not be comparable to America, 
but the problems were greater in 1917, while the national recovery was de- 
layed by an expensive war in which 10 percent of the population (20 million 
people) perished. Not the least of the state’s worries in attempting a positive 
transformation of the Russian empire was the possibility that the church 
represented an evil opposition against these reforms, 

One must surely conclude that both theses are dangerously simplistic, 
of inadequate integrity. I have tried instead to present the Soviet evangel- 
icals and their opponents in their complexity, including the contradictions. 
Because a serious struggle for the faith of people is going on, it is the 
responsibility of fellow believers elsewhere to take Soviet evangelicals 
seriously. To dismiss large numbers of them as hypocrites or phonies is to 
judge where we have received no mandate to do so. To worship them as 
super-heroes of the faith in effect denies them a part in common sinful hu- 
manity which is looking with hope to a God who came to save sinners. They 
are part of the same single body of Jesus Christ which has not always main- 
tained a reputation as a healthy body. But this body, the church, has never 
lost its hope in Jesus, the head of the body. 


It is time for a much more reflective, deliberate, and nuanced response 
to the Soviet evangelicals. This applies equally well to those wishing to help 
and to those wishing to learn from Soviet evangelicals. This book seeks to 
provide a reference base for such responses. 

The Christian-Communist encounter is one of the basic events of the 
20th century. It now seems apparent that increasing areas of the world will 
be attracted to socialism-communism in the future. Western Christians, 
especially evangelicals, find themselves ill-equipped intellectually, 
experientially, and practically to deal with such a situation creatively and re- 
demptively. 

Perhaps the reader will experience the story of the Soviet evangelicals 
as parable. It raises many issues for reflection—perhaps the most thought- 
provoking are the contradictions, the paradoxes, the ironies. In the 1920s 
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their leaders persuaded the members to abandon pacifism in order to gain 
credibility with the Soviet government, in order to keep their evangelization 
program functioning. Here they badly misjudged Soviet intentions. When 
church life was resumed after World War II, the leaders stressed how 
patriotically they had fought in the’ war and how patriotically they were 
now supporting the peaceful intentions of Soviet foreign policy. Yet in do- 
ing so they found it difficult to regain their credibility among fellow believ-. 
ers abroad. There is also a deeper pacifist question which remains puzzling. 
Why should the state authorities regard pacifism or nonresistance as a 
dreaded form of dissent? 

Repeatedly the story raises the issue of the relationship between the 
church and the state. What role is possible for a church under an authori- 
tarian regime, a Weltanschauungsstadt where ideology is unfriendly to reli- 
gion? What is the extent of the Christian's obligation to the state? What are 
the limits? What is the relationship between being faithful to the faith (in 
theology and practice) and seeking to survive? What is the church’s 
responsibility in speaking truth to power in such a context? Is it worth 
repeated imprisonment as experienced by Georgi Vins and his associates? 
What does it cost the church if it opts for a selective conscience? 

The Soviet evangelical experience sets one thinking about the way a 
church reflects its theology. Like evangelicals everywhere, they regard bib- 
lical authority and proclamation of a gospel of reconciliation as cardinal 
tenets. How does one transmit the faith in a context of societal hostility? So- 
viet evangelicals have devised contextually appropriate methods. They are 
growing numerically but some of their accommodations to the context 
make one wonder. How strong is their professed biblicism if the registered 
Baptists regularly stress Romans 18 and studiously ignore Acts 5?! That 
question is unfair, given our comfortable context, but is it not selective bibli- 
cism to insist on baptism by immersion but to reject foot washing? Is it not 
selective biblicism to insist on evangelism but to refuse members the right 
to speak in tongues? Perhaps the most uncomfortable aspect of this ques- 
tioning is to observe how this selective biblicism was imported from evangel- 
ical America. 

Pondering the story of the Soviet evangelicals inevitably leads us to 
compare faith in the Soviet Union with faith, or the loss of it, in the West. 
What kind of persecution most effectively destroys a religious movement? 
Do all-out antireligious campaigns achieve their goal? Does sustained 
pressure weaken, or does it really strengthen the church? Or is the desire for 
social approval the most debilitating? In the Soviet Union it costs something 
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to be a Christian—that is clear to all. Perhaps Western churches might be 
more self-disciplined if we saw with greater clarity what Christian disciple- 
ship costs. 


In contrast to the earlier Russian Corpus Christianum, many people 
have come to think of the Soviet Union (or even all of Eastern Europe) as 
the Corpus Marxianum. By that they mean the domain of godless commu- 
nism where religion can no longer exist, neither by definition nor in fact. 
Well-informed observers, however, are wont to underline the degree to 
which the Soviet Union has struggled in vain to liberate itself from Holy 
Rus. Sir John Lawrence, who knows the Soviet Union intimately, affirmed 
‘ unequivocally that “the number of believing Christians is now far higher 
than the number of believing Marxists, and many secret Christians are 
found in the ranks of the Communist Party.”? Weekly church attendance is 
estimated to be at least four to five times higher than in Great Britain—that 
is, at least 20 percent of the Soviet population remains actively Christian. 

That Old Russia lived in a perpetual aura of holy incense has been ac- 
knowledged by numerous writers. “To be Russian is to be Orthodox” is an 
oft-repeated way of acknowledging the power of Christian faith on Russian 
culture and society. But religious dissent is also a part of the long tradition 
of Holy Rus. The evangelical movement described in this book had its 
direct beginnings in the nineteenth century through foreign Pietist in- 
fluences but the ground had been “prepared for them by the deep spiri- 
tuality of the Russian Orthodox God-seekers.’’ Were the evangelical move- 
ment a mere foreign importation, it would have been eliminated as easily as 
the churches of the foreign colonists were. Today the evangelicals are “the 
most rapidly growing section of Russian Christianity, 4 although they will 
probably continue to remain a minority church. 

This growth is due to at least two factors. Soviet evangelicals continue 
to be part of an international evangelical movement which has shown itself 
remarkably adaptable to fitting the local context while maintaining uni- 
formity on. essential issues of faith and witness, Even in the Soviet Union 
the evangelicals are a multinational movement, a quality that Orthodoxy 
lacks. In this multinational aspect, the evangelicals are similar to the Com- 
munist Party. Perhaps even more significant, in the eyes of one seasoned 
scholar, is the fact that the type of people who are attracted to Soviet evan- 
gelical churches are the sort of people “who would be attracted to the Com- 
munist Party itself.’ This factor goes far in explaining why “the hostility of 
the regime towards the Baptists is out of all proportion to a movement 
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whose adherents, according to official figures, number one-quarter of one 
percent of the total population.’”¢ 


This book is both a history and a descriptive analysis. After summariz- 
ing the early history in the first chapter, I have tried to communicate the 
deeply emotional character of the renewal movements through a composite 
of individual stories. Because church growth patterns were established then, 
it seemed fitting to describe present methods of evangelism in the second 
chapter. In 1944 a unique evangelical church union was formed, thanks to 
state assistance. Since unity, or rather the struggle for it, runs like a golden 
thread through the entire story, I have analyzed the little known 1944 unity 
congress in some detail. Another little known characteristic of the Soviet 
evangelicals was their pacifism. To understand their present, officially en- 
couraged peace activity, a careful look at the way they've changed from pac- 
ifists to militarists to peace people (but not pacifists) seems vital. 

The Khrushchev-initiated campaign against religion (1959-64) left 
shock waves that have not yet disappeared. In Chapter 5 I have sought to 
summarize the state’s policy shifts toward religion during the past 20 
years—the chapter can also serve as one of the most recent attempts to 
analyze overall Soviet policy toward religion. Chapters 6-10 treat the 
Khrushchev impact on the evangelicals: the beginning of a major split in 
the All-Union Council of Evangelical Christians-Baptists, and the sub- 
sequent, less than successful attempts at reunification. Part of the Init- 
siativniki story has been told in earlier publications. I have brought it up-to- 
date and revised it in light of more recent information that has become 
available. A thorough discussion of the registered Baptist response to the 
Initsiativniki challenge has not been attempted before. 

The final third of the book is again more thematic. The intense com- 
petition between preacher and atheist for the loyalty of the young people 
deserves its own chapter as do also the principles on which evangelicals base 
their theology, The Soviet evangelicals are quite unique in their character, 
but they also have strong ties to fellow evangelicals abroad. These strong 
ties are both encouraged and discouraged by the state. Since these ties may 
be of personal interest to many readers, I have sought to evaluate registered 
Baptist relations with the World Council of Churches, the Baptist World 
Alliance, and other bodies. Similarly, since many missions to Eastern 
Europe claim to be helping Soviet evangelicals, their policies and practices 
merit scrutiny. In fact there is so much controversy about these missionary 
societies, that a critical assessment seems long overdue. Hopefully, my 
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assessment will not lead to further controversy. Chapter 15 on the new 
frontiers includes details of the latest Baptist All-Union Congress held in 
Moscow in December 1979. 


Some readers will wisi for a more detailed prehistory. That would 
have exceeded space limitations, however, and would also have drawn at- 
tention away from the postwar period which is the least understood. Two 
recent studies adequately cover the history of the Baptists and of the Evan- 
gelical Christians for the prewar period. Hopefully, these will both be 
published in English.? John B. Toews’s recent Menno Simons lectures on 
“The Mennonite Experience in Russia—the Twentieth Century’’® may fill 
that gap in the story on the Mennonites. I plan to devote more atterition to 
the Russian Mennonite experience after World War I in a sequel to this 
book. | 

The limited attention to the period before 1945 was very deliberate in 
order to stress a point. By the late thirties, the churches had virtually ceased 
to exist as institutions. When the evangelical union was born in 1944, it 
sought to stress its continuity with the past, but it was very much a new 
creation. The new evangelical church reflected a concern for the basic 
essentials of the gospel. If an individual was born again, if he accepted the 
authority of the Bible, then he was accepted as a fellow believer. The more 
detailed practical theology that developed as the years passed emerged in a 
Soviet context. Although evangelicals were variously labeled Baptists, 
Pentecostal, or Mennonite, it is deceptive to immediately assume they are 
like their counterparts in the West. It is a major assumption of this study 
that these believers must first be understood in their commonality as Soviet 
evangelicals and only secondarily according to their denominational labels. 
Denominational labels (apart from the Baptists) soon came to have the 
function of a loyalty declaration with little specific denominational content. 
I have also consciously used the adjective “Soviet” because, with minor ex- 
ceptions, they consider their home and their future to be in the Soviet 
Union, which is more inclusive than to be Russian, Ukrainian, Latvian, or 
one of the many other national subgroupings. 

My use of the word “evangelical” also needs an explanation. I sought 
an inclusive term that would embrace more than “Baptists” or “Pentecos- 
tals’ and that lacks the pejorative character which is still attached to the 
word “sect.”” The sociological designation “sect” can also refer to numerous 
religious organizations not included in this study. There was also a very con- 
scious attempt not to restrict the treatment to a history of the All-Union 
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Council of Evangelical Christians-Baptists even though their story looms 
large in the following pages. Rather, I sought to acknowledge that some 
evangelicals had joined one of the two competing Evangelical Christian- 
Baptist unions, while others remained institutionally autonomous though 
still affirming a common confession of faith. Some attained registration, 
others have still not attained it, or lost it, or reject registration in principle. 
These various attitudes are found without distinction among Baptists, 
Pentecostals, or Mennonites. 

The Soviet Evangelicals have their counterparts in the American evan- 
gelical experience. As in America, the term “evangelicals” refers more to a 
movement than to a denomination. Both had their more immediate birth 
after World War II. Both were heavily influenced by such antecedents as 
fundamentalism and dispensationalism and even earlier by the revivalism 
of Methodism and other free churches. The revivalism of Charles Finney, 
who so strongly influenced the subsequent history of American revivalism, 
represented a coalition of two theological traditions: “American Puritanism, 
which was the bearer of orthodox Calvinism, and Wesleyan holiness, which 
was Arminian in its theology.’ !° Russian Baptists and Evangelical Chris- 


-tians were strongly influenced by the holiness movement as it crystallized in 


annual conventions in Keswick, England, beginning in 1875. American 
Keswick teachers like D. L. Moody, R. A. Torrey, and A. B. Simpson were 
the direct and indirect teachers of Russian evangelicals. !! 

The reader will find little about the Adventists, Jehovah’s Witnesses, 
about the Molokany and Dukhobory, or even about the German Lutherans 
or Catholics; All deserve their due attention which proved impossible here. 
In any case only the Adventists and German-speaking Lutherans and 
Catholics have enough in common with the groups treated to be labeled 
evangelicals. Regrettably, information on them is extremely limited. The 
Adventists experienced a split in 1924 when they, too, were forced to issue a 
loyalty statement. Those who refused, the so-called Reform Adventists, still 
exist today under the able leadership of Vladimir Sholkov. Since 1976 Ad- 
ventist Samizdat has become available in the West. In 1979 state authorities 
tried to crush them with special severity by sentencing 83-year-old Sholkov 
to five years. He died in a prison camp in Yakutia on January 27, 1980.1? 
The registered Adventists are in the process of forming an officially ap- 
proved union of their churches. . 

Trained as a historian; I have sought to apply accepted rules of ob- 
jectivity in my research. It is of course impossible to write without bias, but 
it may help the reader if the author's values are stated explicitly. Our under- 
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standing of the Soviet religious situation suffers from ignorance. There is a 
language barrier, true, but a greater barrier has been the withholding of in- 
formation from each other for fear the other would not understand, would 
condemn, or would put one in danger. This book is written in the first place 
for Christians who will not forget their fraternal responsibilities. When the 
Apostle Paul described his own work he declared that “we put aside all 
secret and shameful deeds; we do not act with deceit, nor do we falsify the 
word of God. In the full light of truth we live in God’s sight and try to com- 
mend ourselves to everyone's good conscience” (2 Corinthians 4:2, GNB). 
Applied to Soviet evangelical history, this meant for me that by simply lay- 
ing out the facts for all to see, I might in the long run contribute to 
strengthening the Soviet evangelical movement and to enabling Western 
believers to identify with their fellows in the Soviet Union. That has meant 
discussing many painful issues, yet never feeling completely certain that my 
treatment was fair in every case. Because the amount of information was 
often massive, it proved to be difficult to make a fair selection. Perhaps the 
book will stimulate discussion that can eventually also lead to a better book. 
I have also introduced my own Anabaptist-Mennonite viewpoints 
rather specifically along the way. These viewpoints differ from “established 
evangelicalism” in emphasis—noticeable in such areas as discipleship, con- 
cept of the church and nonviolence.!8 I feel close kinship with the “New 
Evangelicals,” one of whom in particular has helped me see the potential 
value of applying an Anabaptist theological grid to the Soviet evangelicals. 4 


This book is based on a broad spectrum of primary printed materials, 
personal information and experience, and unprinted materials. I have 
combed through the official Baptist journal Bratskii Vestnik (Fraternal 
Messenger) carefully for informational tidbits that gradually assumed a 
more composite character. The uncensored writings of Soviet Reform 
Baptists and others, which are now widely referred to as Samizdat, provided 
different and detailed information. Both Bratskii Vestnik and the Samizdat 
writers tend to stick to the facts but they perceive them differently. 

I have also utilized collections of newspaper clippings at Keston 
College and elsewhere for supplementary information. Keston College, 
where I began this study, also has a good collection of literature from the 
Soviet atheist press, which proved helpful in corroborating facts and in 
reflecting official state attitudes. Although it was not always deemed 
prudent to cite chapter and verse, information and understanding gained 
from examining the files of the Baptist World Alliance and the Mennonite 
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Central Committee were of great importance, Even more valuable was the 
information obtained through systematic interviews which I have been con- 
ducting since 1974 with Soviet Germans who have immigrated to West 
Germany in recent years. Often this material could not be quoted in order 
not to betray a confidence. The usual secondary literature has been listed in 
the bibliography. 


The Soviet evangelical story will evoke many emotions in the sym- 
pathetic reader. Often the story is sad. There is conflict. Sometimes there 
are heroes, other individuals (including Christians) could be designated 
villains, but the majority are “the meek’ whom Jesus promised the earth. 
That promise seems to have suffered a long-delayed fulfillment in the So- 
viet Union. But if I were to highlight one emotion dominating this story, it 
is that of a triumphalism because the church (of which the evangelicals are 
a part) is God’s movement. Negatively stated, one notes a growing exas- 
peration and de facto surrender by atheist leaders to this reality. 


Walter Sawatsky 
East/West Research Office 
Neuwied, West Germany 
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List of Abbreviations 


To provide appropriate English equivalents for many Russian names, 
words, and phrases is virtually impossible. Not only do the Russians employ 
a different alphabet (the Cyrillic), the decades of socialistic-communist 
government have produced a wealth of Soviet bureaucratic jargon for 
which no Western equivalents exist because such social arrangements do 
not exist. The acronym, for example, is so endemic that it takes an effort to 
recall that a Kolkhoznik is an abbreviation for a person living on 
kollektionyi khoziastvo (collective management or farm). 

I have followed the transliteration rules of the American Library of 
Congress with minor exceptions. Names well known in the West such as 
Jacob (instead of Iakov) Zhidkov and Alexander (instead of Aleksandr) 
Karev are anglicized. Where deemed appropriate, German names are given 
in the original spelling. An exception is Georgi Vins, whose transliterized 
spelling has become widely accepted, instead of the Germanic, Wiens. 

Church polity differs by denomination and by country. It would seem 
more American to speak of ‘Pastor’ Michael Zhidkov and 
“Superintendent” or “Bishop” Jacob Dukhonchenko, but that would lead 
the reader to assume unwarranted similarity with Western organizational 
models. I have therefore retained the literal translations of “presbyter” (for 
an ordained leading minister) and “senior presbyter” (for an administrator 
of a regional grouping of churches). These are derived, in any case, from the 
original Greek and perhaps closer to New Testament Christianity. Another 
difficult term is upolnomochnyi (plenipotentiary), the official title of the 
local official for the Council of Religious Affairs. Here I have tried to use the 
cumbersome “plenipotentiary” as infrequently as possible, using the more 
vague “state official” which lacks the tone of power that “plenipotentiary” 
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does, For purposes of clarity I have retained orgkomitet (organizing com- 
mittee) to designate the official leadership of the Reformers during the tran- 


sitional period 1962-65. 
I have tried to avoid calling the two major unions the “Russian Baptist 


Union” and the “Reform Baptist Union.” The latter is acceptable and often 
used but not their own term. They prefer “Council of Churches,” which for 
a Westerner, however, means the World Council of Churches and its na- 
tional equivalents, The larger union is neither only Russian nor only Baptist, 
hence to call them “Russian Baptists’ as has become common, simply rein- 
forces the elements of power in that union. J therefore chose the letter ab- 
breviations AUCECB and CCECB which have also become common and 
are indeed widespread Russian acronyms. The following is a list of abbre- 
viations, including the most frequently cited journals that have been used. 


AUCECB—AIl-Union Council of Evangelical Christians-Baptists 
BWA—Baptist World Alliance 
CCECB—Council of Churches of Evangelical Christians-Baptists 
CRA—Council for Religious Affairs 

CPC—Christian Peace Conference (Prague) 

ECB—Evangelical Christian Baptists 

EBF—European Baptist Federation 

KGB—Committee of State Security (Soviet secret police) 
USSR—Union of Soviet Socialist Republics- 

RSFSR—Russian Soviet Federated Socialist Republic 

BL—Bratskii Listok (Fraternal Leaflet), official CCECB journal 
BV—Bratskii Vestnik (Fraternal Messenger), official AUCECB journal 
EBPS—European Baptist Press Service 

EPS—Ecumenical Press Service 

G2W—Glaube in der 2ten Welt 

G2W [D—Glaube in der 2ten Welt Informations Dienst 
GNB—Good News Bible 

KNS—Keston News Service 

MCC—Mennonite Central Committee 

MQR—Mennonite Quarterly Review 

NiR—Nauka i religiia (Science and Religion), largest Soviet atheist journal 
RCDA—Religion in Communist Dominated Areas 

RCL—Religion in Communist Lands 

VNA—Voprosy nauchnogo ateizma (Questions of Scientific Atheism) 
WCC—World Council of Churches 
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It would be ridiculous ... if the Party did not take into 
account that the history of the sectarians is a history of 
uninterrupted persecution. 
—Mikhail Kalinin 
President of the Soviet Union at 
the 1924 Party Congress 


1 Beginnings and Patterns: 
Persecution Has Become 
Hereditary 


Under cover of darkness on (ueg@Queei?, Martin Kalweit, a 
German from Lithuania only recently baptized himself, immersed Nikita 
Isaevich Voronin in a small stream not far from Tbilissi in the Caucasus. 
This marks the official date for the beginning of the evangelical movement 
in the Russian Empire. By 1905 there were 86,538 Baptists and 20,804 
Evangelical Christians. By the end of the Civil War membership had 
increased to 100,000 Baptists and 250,000 Evangelical Christians. At the 
height of the movement in 1929 the movement had grown to ap- 
proximately 500,000 baptized evangelicals, representing together with 
family members over four million people. The growth rate had been 
phenomenal. The evangelicals had taken seriously the motto: “Every 
Baptist a missionary!” 

Yet in 1930, the Baptist Union reported that its churches had only 
50,124 members, and another source indicates that the total number of 
evangelicals was down to 250,000 by the mid-thirties.! By the autumn of 
1929, over 100 Baptist preachers were known to have been arrested; all of 
the regional Baptist unions had been closed because of the arrest of their of- 
ficials. Some of them, including the central offices in Moscow, were 


reopened temporarily but the Russian Baptist Union officially came to an ° 


end in 1935. Those few ministers who were not arrested or did not go 
underground managed to join forces with the competing Evangelical Chris- 
tian Union which continued to maintain a tenuous existence.” 
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on the clergy. For evangelicals the major arrest waves came in 1929-30, 
1933-35, and 1987-38, 

These purges refer primarily to arrests, imprisonments, deportations, 
and executions, but the antireligious campaign was multidimensional. [t 


virtually ceased to exist by 1938, 
Then came another shift during the war when the antireligious cam- 


is persecution of believers. They prefer a more neutral nomenclature, Lenin 
telling the Comintern Congress in 1922 that “it is certain that we have done 


Why do we do “stupid things”? In the first place, because we are a back- 
ward country, Secondly, education in our country is minimal. Thirdly, 
we are getting no help. Not one civilized country is helping us. On the 


mark on church-state relationships, nevertheless, 
This persistent problem of state persecution makes it difficult to gain a 
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regularly optimistic and emphasize that only during the Soviet period were 
they able to produce Bibles and songbooks and conduct theological 
courses.8 At present they emphasize: “We have never had it so good.”® 
Both claimants are truthful in what they say; it is the intended general in- 
terpretation that is problematic. 


Various Beginnings 

To choose 1867 as starting date for the Russian evangelicals is to start 
late. If Nikita Voronin was the first Russian fruit of evangelical teaching, 
there surely was a seeding and germination period before. Even if there are 
no direct links, certain emphases in the long history of the Russian 
sectarians provide the progenitors of the evangelicals. For example, when 
the writings of the 18th-century freethinker Grigorii Skovoroda were 
published recently,!° one leading Russian Baptist called him an evangelical 
because of his emphasis on biblicism. To explain the beginnings in the 
1860s, we must note three specific influences: Pietism, the Russian Bible, 
and the Molokan sect. Yet these influences were appealing because the 
decay within Russian Orthodoxy had become so apparent. 

Generally speaking, the Russian Orthodox Church was in a sorry con- 
dition by the middle of the nineteenth century. Since the church reform of 
Peter the Great in 1721 the state had managed to convert. the church 
administration into a sub-department of the state. The Orthodox Church 
could claim very impressive achievements in education, in the piety of the 
individual monks and in the liturgy, but the spiritual voice of the church 
had become muted. A modern translation of the Bible was not completed 
till 1876. The church had not managed to raise its voice against the institu- 
tion of serfdom, which was finally abolished in 1861, although the lot of the 
peasant did not improve significantly through emancipation. And at the 
parish level where a word from the church was most needed, the clergy 
were generally in disrepute. Prince S. P. Gagarin, governor of Astrakhan in 
the 1860s, declared that “‘our clergy are uncultured, uncouth and needy,” !! 
most of them forced to earn a living from the soil like their parishioners, yet 
overburdened with innumerable bureaucratic tasks imposed on them by 
various governmental offices. The governor of Perm province declared that 
the Old Believer schism and the sectarians drew their strength 


from the fact that the Orthodox clergymen exercise no moral influence 
over the people, that they are prejudiced, dull, and too strictly scholastic 
in their attitudes. ... In private life the motives of the clergy are merce- 
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nary and selfish, of which the masses are well aware, whereas in the 
Schism the success of the leaders depends largely on the high standards 
of their life and character. !2 


There was further the simple fact that Orthodoxy had not kept pace with 
population growth and movements. Where there were 31,383 churches in 
1840 with 116,728 clergy, by 1890 the number of churches had increased to 
40,205, but the number of clergy had dropped to 96,892. That meant that 
whereas there were 71 churches per 100,000 inhabitants of Orthodox faith 
in 1840, by 1890 there were only 56. The ratio of clergy to 100,000 
parishioners had dropped more drastically from 265 in 1840 to 187. in 
1890. !8 

What brought new life to Russian Orthodoxy in the early nineteenth 
century and also triggered the birth of evangelicalism was Protestant 
Pietism. The post-Reformation period in Western Europe is sometimes 


_ described as a time of cold confessionalism. As a reaction to it, Christians in 


various Protestant confessions turned to devotionally and - practically 
oriented writers such as Jakob B6hme and later Jung Stilling. This Pietist 
movement preceded and partly coincided with the birth of evangelicalism 
in Germany and England." 

Pietism came to Russia at the beginning of the nineteenth century and 
made a major impact because it was vigorously fostered by the tsar and his 
leading minister, Alexander Golitsyn."* Dynamic preachers from Wiirt- 
temberg (a Pietist centerin South Germany) came to Russia, proclaiming 
the reality of a personal conversion and a sense of devotional nearness to 
God. Russian high society flocked to hear the preachers, met in each other's 
salons for Bible study and prayer, some even experiencing ecstasies.}6 Pietist 
literature was translated into Russian and widely distributed. Increasingly it 
became accessible to the lower classes, for the Pietists became active 
proponents of literacy training, for example, through the Lancastrian school 
movement. Other upper-class Russian Pietists started visiting prisons and 
trying to reform the prisoners, sometimes also the prison system. 

Above all, the Pietist leaders organized the Russian Bible Society, 
which by 1819 had translated the New Testament into modern Russian. 
The Bible Society was closed by tsarist order in 1826 when Orthodox reac- 
tion set in, but Bible translation and distribution never ceased entirely. A 
translation of the entire Bible was finally completed in 1876 and circulated 
by the British and Foreign Bible Society even though the official translation 
approved by the Orthodox Church did not appear till 1882. The Bible So- 
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ciety was reopened in 1831 to serve the non-Russian peoples of the Russian 
Empire. !7 

Bible colporteurs again traveled about the countryside and, as a more 
liberal climate returned in the 1860s, they also began selling books to 
Russian-speaking peasants. One such Bible colporteur was Martin Kalweit, 
the man who baptized the first Russian Baptist. This was a life for heroes. 
The colporteur would arrive in a village, locate the individuals who could 
read to sell them some books, or he would read to a small group of curious 
people. Often he had to leave quickly to escape the local constable trying to 
arrest him for proselytizing among Orthodox believers, which was forbid- 
den. Jacob Zhidkov recalled his own youth spent with his grandparents 
while his own father traveled the countryside with a rucksack full of books. 
As a small child he had met two-year-old Polia Kapustinskaia, whose family 
needed temporary lodging before joining their father S. E. Kapustinskii, 
who had been exiled to the Trans-Caucasus region because of his work for 
the Bible Society in Orel Oblast. Years later Jacob and Polia were reunited 
again, this time in marriage. 8 

The seedbed having been prepared by Pietism and by Bible 
colporteurs, evangelicalism at first had its greatest success among the 
Molokans, a purely Russian sect which began in the mid-eighteenth 
century. One of their leading preachers was Simeon Uklein of Tambov, 
who emphasized’ the primacy of Holy Scripture, opposed the sacra- 
mentalism of the state church, rejected all militarism, and stressed the 
equality of all men. The Molokans differed from Russian Baptists pri- 
marily in that they rejected baptism. Baptists therefore won converts among 
them by persuading Molokans about the scriptural admonition to baptism. 
Major leaders in the evangelical-Baptist movement, such as Nikita J. Vo- 
ronin, Dei I. Mazaev, Vasili G. Pavlov, Ilia A. Goliaev, and Ivan S. Prok- 
hanov, as well as Jacob Zhidkov and Alexander Karev, had Molokan back- 

grounds, © 

Since the war, official Russian Baptist historians have frequently com- 
pared the evangelical movement in the Soviet Union to an ever-widening 
stream fed initially by three tributaries with several tributary streams join- 
ing subsequently. The way such tributaries fused with each other in the 
central stream and became indistinguishable from each other is precisely 
the way the AUCECB (All-Union Council of Evangelical Christians- 
Baptists) leadership likes to regard its union. If we take into consideration 
that the AUCECB eventually became a multinational union, not only 
Russian or Slavic, then earlier tributaries must be added. The first Baptists 
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appeared in Poland in 1858 and many of the Polish Baptists were sub- 
sequently absorbed into the Russian Empire.” As early as 1861 the Baptist 
movement came to the Baltic, to Latvia.2! But the three most important 
tributary streams are the Baptists in the Caucasus, Stundism in the Ukraine, 
and the upper-class Pashkovite movement in the capital, 





the organi aeneadswncreeenese™ . Several key 
leaders joined the group here and later eae prominent in the national 
activity of the Baptist union. Ivan Kargel joined in 1869; he later became fa- 
mous as the theological teacher and Bible commentator of the Baptists. In 
1871 Vasili G. Pavlov joined—he subsequently became, in the words of 
Paul Steeves, the “patriarch” of the Russian Baptist Union. Also in 1871 Vo- 
ronin baptized Vasili V. Ivanov-Klyshnikov, who then organized the second 


Russian Baptist fellowship in Novo-Ivanovka (Flizavetpol’ province) and. 


later became secretary of the Russian Baptist Union.22 The movement in 
the Caucasus was specifically Baptist from the start because that is what 
Martin Kalweit said they were. A simultaneous movement in the Ukraine 
was less specifically Baptist and was able to develop more specifically 
Russian or Ukrainian coloration. 

The movement in the Ukraine came to be known as Stundism because 

it originated through the influence of German Mennonite and Lutheran 
colonists who held weekly hours (Stunde) of Bible study.28 These colonists 
were not permitted to proselytize but some. of their peasant workers or 
neighbors were influenced by them to initiate their own Bible studies. 
These Bible studies were prompted by a deep desire for a greater 
knowledge of the Scripture than the local Orthodox priest was able to offer 
and by the desire of literate peasants to read these truths for themselves. 
' Some years ago the present Ukrainian senior presbyter, Jacob K. 
Dukhonchenko, stumbled upon a small train station named “Stunde.” Sus- 
pecting a story, he asked the local inhabitants why this strange name had 
been given to the station. Some of the older residents remembered that 
people called Stundists had formerly lived there. All they could remember 
about them was that they loved each other.?4 

When they celebrated their seventieth anniversary in 1955, Dukhon- 
chenko’s predecessor had sketched the beginnings of the Stundist history 
for the same region along the Dnieper River. Peter I. Lysenko lived in the 
village of Sofievka, three kilometers away from the Mennonite village of 
Friedensfeld. Lysenko was impressed by the life and faith of the Men- 
nonites, noting that they often read the Bible and prayed. Without any 
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direct aid from the Mennonites, he began reading the gospel himself, even 
though he was only semiliterate. Soon he was converted. Many times he 
asked the Mennonites to baptize him, but they refused because it was for- 
bidden by law. Finally, about five years later in 1875, a well-known Men- 
nonite minister who had come to visit agreed to perform the baptism. Peter 
Lysenko’s father then threw Peter and. his.wife out of the parental home. 
But the Mennonites from Friedensfeld helped: Lysenko build his own small 
house. Regularly, Lysenko would walk along his village street shouting, 
“Repent and turn to the gospel.” A few curious ones followed him to his 
house, where he would preach to them. Gradually more were converted, a 
church was organized, and a better-educated new convert was elected the 
leader. Seventy years later there were sixty congregations in the oblast.” 

At first the Stundists attempted to remain within the fold of Or- 
thodoxy. But as the number of distrustful and worried priests increased, the 
persecution of these sectarians labeled Stwndists intensified, causing them 
to develop a self-identity outside of Orthodoxy. Then in 1869 the aggressive 
and self-confident German Baptist leader Johann Gerhard Oncken visited 


these communities and eventually persuaded them to accept believer's bap- 


tism. Some of them accepted an ordained clergy as well.?6 

Oncken had also persuaded key leaders of the newly emerging Men- 
nonite Brethren movement of the rightness of baptism by total immersion. 
One of these Mennonite Brethren leaders, Abraham Unger, baptized the 
first Stundist, Efim Tsymbal, in 1869. Another of the early Mennonite 
Brethren evangelists, Johann Wieler, called meetings of Stundists and Cau- 
casian Baptists in 1882 and 1884. In 1884 he was elected president of the 
first short-lived attempt to form a Russian Baptist union.?” 

The third major tributary stream, that of the Pashkovites, was even less 
structurally precise than were the Stundists. A British nobleman, Lord 
Radstock, had experienced a personal conversion during the stress of the 
Crimean war and had joined the Plymouth Brethren.” In 1874 he visited 
St. Petersburg to hold a series of evangelistic meetings among the Russian 
aristocracy. These were primarily Bible studies followed by prayer and 
intense discussion led by the very persuasive Radstock. As a result, nu- 
merous prominent persons, such as Princess Lieven, Baron M. M. Korf and 
Colonel V. A. Pashkov, were converted. Radstock soon returned home and 
Colonel Pashkov became such a zealous activist for the movement that it 
came to be called Pashkovism.2* 

Due to the influence of the Plymouth Brethren, the Pashkovites did 
not ordain leaders, baptize, or maintain membership rolls. Pashkov became 
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very active in literature publication and used his influence and wealth to 
this end. Through this activity, Pashkov came in contact with Bible 
colporteur Deliakov and his stepson Ivan Zhidkov, and they launched joint 
publication ventures.2° Also as a result of Pashkov’s irenic style, it became 
possible to call the first meeting of the proposed Russian Baptist Union, 
which met in his house in 1884. When a full-fledged union was finally or- 
ganized in 1909, it was called the Union of Evangelical Christians in 
deference to the Pashkovites, who took a looser attitude toward standardiza- 
tion of doctrine and liturgy. 

As long as the evangelical movement was restricted to the foreign 
colonists living in the empire, it had little to fear. In 1879 the Baptist “sect” 
had. been legalized, but, according to the Ober-Prokuror of the Orthodox 
Holy Synod, this toleration did not extend to the Russian Stundists or 
Baptists. Ober-Prokuror Pobedonostsev and the local Orthodox leaders 
feared the evangelicals because they were launching aggressive missionary 
activity and gained the bulk of their converts from Orthodox ranks.3! Due to 
Orthodox opposition, most of the evangelical leaders before 1917 received 
extended sentences of prison and exile but persisted in their endeavors in 
spite of this. The Orthodox formed a missionary society which had as a 
major goal the attempt to stamp out Stundism. The authorities forbade the 
meeting of Stundists, confiscated their buildings, and even went so far as to 
take their children away. Later, one Baptist leader summarized his early 
memories this way: 


This was a time of horrible persecutions. Exiles, arrests, fines, and beat- 
ings of believers rained down abundantly upon the audacious followers 
of the Gospel. Under continual fear of being caught by the police, the 
brothers nevertheless did not.cease their meetings, holding them in base- 
ments, across the Dnieper, in the woods, in the cemetery, in ravines, and 
in the apartments of the more well-to-do brothers. 22 


After 1894 when the Ministry of Internal Affairs proscribed all activities of 
the Stundists, the passports of the most active sectarians were marked Stun- 
dist “so that no person will accept them for work or lodging, until life in 
Russia becomes too costly for them.’’ 


Revolution Brings Relief 
A measure of relief came with a series of acts of toleration between 
1903 and 1905. It now became possible to leave the Orthodox Church and 
join the confession of one’s preference. The so-called Revolution of 1905 
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helped the liberal forces in Russia, including in the Orthodox Church, to 
argue successfully on behalf of religious toleration. Tolerance, they felt, 
would benefit Orthodoxy in the long run. But it was to be only a temporary 
toleration. 

The evangelicals were quick to capitalize on the new situation and or- 
ganized systematic expansion. At a congress of the Evangelical Christians in 
1910, Prokhanov set as a goal the organization of one congregation in each 
of 70 regions of the empire. From this one congregation five more were to 
be started. These would then form a local union which would continue to 
multiply itself.85 Some Baptist leaders encouraged their members to note 
the locations of evangelical churches on a map of Russia. They were then to 
head for places where there was no evangelical witness, and begin one. 

By 1909 the political climate of 1905 had changed and reactionaries 
gradually gained the upper hand. This was also apparent in the religious 
sphere. Additional regulating laws were introduced which were clearly 
intended to protect Orthodox believers from proselytizing and to restrict the 
activity of the evangelicals as much as possible. On October 4, 1910, the 
Ministry of Internal Affairs issued a circular “On the Order for Sectarian 
Meetings.” The circular went into considerable detail in regulating 
sectarian activity and reminds one of Article 17 of the later Soviet Law on 
Cults of 1929. Regular meetings of the sect could be held without special 
permission but all additional meetings outside of the registered building re- 
quired two weeks’ advance notice to the police with a request for per- 
mission. The evangelization and teaching of minors was prohibited as were 
also various special gatherings for reading and discussion. A representative 
of the police was to attend every prayer meeting. The situation for the evan- 
gelicals—or sectarians, as the state regarded them—worsened. During the 
war they were harassed as potential traitors because their faith was of 
foreign Protestant origin.* 

The Revolution of 1917 brought unprecedented relief to Russian 
sectarians, including evangelicals. When the Bolsheviks took over in the fall 
and issued the famed Separation Decree in January 1918, the evangelicals 
welcomed it. Finally the Orthodox Church, which had so long enjoyed a 
special position, had been reduced to a level of equality with all other reli- 

gions. Not all the clauses of the decree separating church from state were to 
be acceptable to them, but most important initially was Article 3 which 
stated: 


®Every citizen may confess any religion or profess none at all. Every legal 
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restriction connected with the profession of certain faiths or with the 
profession of no faith is now revoked.37 


Initially the Soviet government, due largely to the influence of the 
sectarian expert weciasitlal vho was also Lenin’s secretary), took a 
friendly attitude toward the evangelical sectarians and even hoped to 
cooperate with them in the building of socialism. In addition, because the 
evangelicals drew the bulk of their converts from Orthodoxy, their success 
should help the government in breaking the back of Orthodoxy. Both the 
Evangelical Christian and the Baptist Unions now met in regular congresses 
where they were able to report dramatic growth. Attempts at a union of the 
two bodies in 1920 failed so that their development was also characterized 
by undesirable rivalry. Both unions participated in congresses of the Baptist 
World Alliance and were particularly prominent at the 1923 congress. 

Beginning in 1923, however, there were increasing signs of a parting of 
the ways between the evangelicals and the Soviet government. Many evan- 
gelicals, including the dominant leaders in both the Evangelical Christian 
and Baptist unions, were pacifists and made use of the 1919 decree permit- 
ting alternative service.*8 In 1923 the Soviet authorities began putting on 
pressure so that both unions would abandon their antimilitarist stand. The 
evangelicals appealed for aid at the Stockholm Congress and were refused, 
Leaders were imprisoned. During 1923, Prokhanov, for example, was im- 
prisoned till he agreed to reverse himself and wrote a letter to the congrega- 
tions urging them to do their military duty. But the issue of military service 
remained a point of conflict inside both unions.29 _ 

According to one expert, the Russian evangelicals were most Russian 
in their social and economic emphasis. A good number of the leaders, of 
which I. S. Prokhanov was perhaps the most outstanding, were advocates of 
Christian socialism. Not only did they approve of socialism, but during the 
twenties they established a number of communes in all parts of the Soviet 
Union and experienced remarkable success. When the Soviet authorities 
began to clamp down on this activity, it was obviously due to a growing fear 
that the Christian communes might be more successful than the Soviet ones 
and would embarrass them. Prokhanov also had a vision for building a 
“City in the Sun” to be named “Evangelsk.” It was to be a model city for 
brotherly love. The plans were approved and local Soviet officials even 
promised the necessary financial aid and participated in the initial tree- 
planting ceremony. A year later in 1928 they were overruled and Evangelsk 
never became more than an ambitious promise.“ 
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A Growth Decade 

During those first twelve years of Soviet rule the Russian evangelicals 
had experienced truly phenomenal growth. Exiled leaders had returned and 
new freedoms had permitted increased activity. In addition, the evangel- 
icals benefited from a corps of newly trained missionaries. Several alert 
evangelical leaders, particularly Jakob Kroeker and Walter Jack, seized the 
opportunities provided by World War I to engage in evangelistic work 
among Russian prisoners of war. They formed a mission named Light in the 
East (Licht im Osten) and set about distributing Russian New Testaments 
and other literature in the camps. When they noted the warm response as 
well as the concern of prisoners returning to a land of Bible scarcity, they or- 
ganized a Bible school and correspondence classes. There were about 2,000 
such converts among the POWs returning to the Soviet Union.*! Vasili G. 
Pavlov, who became the leading Baptist during the twenties, dated the 
great religious awakening in Russia from the return of the Russian POWs. 
They held religious meetings in tents, under the open sky, or in large rented 
halls. 

The boldness of the Russian evangelicals was due in part to their at- 
titude to the law. In local areas they experienced “excesses” or mistreat- 
ment by local authorities but they were not defeated by this because they 
believed that the 1918 decree had provided them with religious toleration. 
“The Baptists took the laws at face value. Since the legal documents 
declared religious freedom, the Baptists assumed that there existed in 
Russia the kind of freedom that they had advocated for years.”4 Vasili 
Pavlov, writing during the early twenties, observed that millions of their 
fellow believers abroad “‘are interested in how we breathe under Soviet 
power. And since religious freedom is most important to us and we turn lit- 
tle attention to material (concerns), we have hitherto consistently answered: 
“Well.” 48 

Their single-minded concern for the religious task is illustrated by the 
way they submitted to the Soviet authorities. First, they believed that it was 
God’s will to submit to the established government. Second, however, they 
were convinced that ‘God's will was for them to preach the Baptist Gospel 
in the Soviet Union.”“4 They hoped to maintain the freedom to evangelize 
by submitting to the Soviet regime. This was also the logic behind those 
Baptists such as V. V. Ivanov-Klyshnikov who was prepared to reject pac- 
ifism because, as he reported to the 1926 congress, “in the interest of retain- 
ing for the Baptist Union its freedom of activity it was necessary for the 
congress to reject pacifism forthrightly.”4° Later they were to discover that 
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they had misjudged Soviet promises and had been too naive, but to the 
present day this has been the approach of the AUCECB. 

Entirely accurate statistics do not exist, but by 1917 the evangelical 
movement had grown to about 150,000. During the next seven years both 
Evangelical: Christians and Baptists increased their number almost five- 
fold.46 It was reported in 1924 that in Siberia they were maintaining a 
growth rate of 10 percent annually. In the Ukraine the rate was up to 15 
percent. Some local congregations were especially active. The seven Evan- 
gelical Christian congregations in Leningrad in 1926 had a combined 
membership of 392, of which only 165 had been members before the Revo- 
lution. By 1930 the membership numbered 900. The Baptist congregation 
in Leningrad in 1924 had 372 members of which only 92 had joined before 
1917. This too was the period of greatest increase in the Far East in the 
Amur, Primore’, and Zabaikal oblasts, where between 1921 and 1927 the 
number of believers increased 2.5 times. 

Jakob Wiens, earlier a key leader in the Siberian Union, had arrived in 
Blagoveshchensk in 1919 following a seven-year stay in the USA and be- 
came president of the Far Eastern Baptist Union. This union had been or- 
ganized only six years earlier when V. G. Pavlov was exiled there.47 In the 
oldest congregations in the Ukrainian union, whose histories went back to 
the seventies and eighties of the previous century, the growth was dramatic. 
In the village of Novo-Vasil’evka, for example, membership increased from 
130 in 1922 to 315 in 1926. In the village of Astrakhanka membership 
increased from 100 in 1924 to 189 in 1926. 

One of the primary reasons for this rapid growth was surely the role of 
the evangelists. The central Baptist and Evangelical Christian unions sent 
out evangelists to start new churches. The regional unions often maintained 
a staff of full-time evangelists. By 1927 this evangelization ministry was so 
well organized in the Ukraine that there were no less than 56 evangelists 
supported by the Ukrainian Baptist Union. At that time there were ap- 
proximately 1,000 congregations of Baptists and 2,000 congregations or 
groups of Evangelical Christians in the Ukraine.** As early as 1921. the All- 
Russian Baptist Union had an expense budget of 45 million rubles, most of 
this for support of evangelists. The importance of literature in their ministry 
is also illustrated by the 35-million-ruble income from the sale of literature 
published by the Baptists. In 1926 the council of the Baptist Union was so 
enthusiastic as to adopt as motto: “Christ for the pagans and Moslems liv- 
ing in the USSR.“ In April 1927 a mission society named “Friends of 
Mission to Heathen and Moslems’ was founded in Moscow; by September 
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1928 Ivanov-Klyshnikov reported some success with seven trained workers 
in Moslem areas. Apparently Baptists also set up a five-year plan of mission 
to Kirgizia. 

Evangelical Christian missionary and expansion activity relied heavily 
on a literature program. Ivan Prokhanov and his associate Jacob Zhidkov 
devoted much time to writing, publication, importation, and distribution of 
periodicals, Bibles, songbooks, and tracts. Using money raised in America, 
they completed the printing of 25,000 copies of the complete Bible in 1926, 
printed 10,000 copies of a concordance in 1928 and numerous songbooks. 
Prokhanov was particularly prolific as a songwriter. Ten thousand copies of 
an incomplete Bible were printed in Kiev in 1927, and 25,000 copies of the 
New Testament were printed.®° This was the last time Bibles were printed 
in the Soviet Union till 1956. 

The Baptist Union’s range of activity was also extensive. In 1922 it or- 
ganized ten commissions to facilitate its work. These were: evangelism, 
literature and publishing, music, material aid, care of preachers, prepara- 
tion of workers and evangelists, moral education, finance, judicial affairs, 
and church order.5! Bible schools for ministers were organized by the Evan- 
gelical Christians in Leningrad and by the Baptists in Moscow and Kiev. 
Local leaders such as M. A. Orlov in Orel Oblast personally conducted a 
school for ministers where 90 persons participated. According to Prokhanov, 
429, preachers were trained at the St. Petersburg school.*? None of these 
theological institutions were highly developed academically but they were 
the only schools the evangelicals had till a small correspondence course was 
started 40 years later. 

In some areas Evangelical Christians and Baptists competed. During 
the famine of 1920-22 both bodies distributed aid from abroad. Baptists 
limited their aid to fellow Baptists, while Evangelical Christians were more 
open. As a result the Baptists accused them of distributing aid “in order to 
win adherents to their union.’ 

But in many local areas the rapid growth was a joint effort. For 
example, in 1920, at a regional congress in Ekaterinoslav in the Ukraine, 
representatives of both unions met together, approved a merger, and jointly 
employed four evangelists. In the central Volga region the two unions 
joined in the same year with Mennonites to coordinate evangelistic activity 
and form union congregations. In the Don region both unions jointly com- 
missioned eight evangelists. Prokhanov of the Evangelical Christians also 
cooperated with Mennonites in the Ukraine to form the Raduga publishing 
house. 








FO 
Taitin 


Estonia 
2 


io 


loViadimir 5 
i f 





Ne os 
Sg Dnepropetrovsk 


Krivoi ¢ 
Rog, Ff 


af 


TURKEY 


gagred 


an (S 


gasingtad) 












































42 Soviet Evangelicals Since World War Il 


The evangelicals were enthusiastic about their growth. Ivan Prok- 
hanov had visions of bringing all of Russia to evangelical Christianity. But 
such rapid growth also produced problems of its own. Already in 1907, 
when several churches in the Far East had baptized more than 100 
members in one year, the longtime Baptist president Dei Mazaev had 
urged caution: “In our view, such a massive reception is hardly useful and 
desirable, because new members who have not been sufficiently trained in 
our teaching can by their numbers in sessions, make decisions that are im- 
mature or even alien to our church structure.’’54 

When Pavel Ivanov-Klyshnikov reported to the Baptist World Alliance 
Congress in Toronto in 1928, he estimated that they had 4,000 congrega- 
tions and stated: “We have around 900 presbyters and 3,100 societies and 
groups without prepared leaders.’’55 This shortage of strong trained 
leadership must be regarded as a key factor in why the churches lost ground 
during the heavy pressure of the 1930s. Ivanov-Klyshnikov went on to 
identify another problem, the shortage of buildings. He noted that out of 
the 5,000 preaching places, “we have only about 400 of our own prayer 
buildings and around 800 rented buildings; the remaining 3,800 places of 
preaching are in private quarters, 5 

Perhaps the major significance of the rapid increase was not so much 
that now there were many more evangelicals, but, in the words of the most 
recent Soviet scholarly treatment, “there was a process of change of the 
composition, a renewal of the cadres in Evangelical Christian and Baptist 
churches.”5" Based on the extensive statistical data submitted to the 
Conference of Anti-Religious Workers in 1926, Soviet sociologist Lialina 
noted that after 1917 the growth took place primarily in the village popula- 
tion. From 1918 to 1926, 906 new congregations with a total membership of 
36,537 were established in the cities. Most of those who joined were 
peasants primarily of Orthodox background. According to Soviet classifica- 
tion, both Evangelical Christians and Baptists were predominantly poor 
peasants, Sixty percent were classified as poor peasants (bedniaki), 30 
percent as middle peasants (seredniaki), and 10 percent were well-to-do 
peasants (kulaki),58 


Other Tributary Streams 
Important for the post-World War II era was the growth of evangel- 
icals in two other areas. In 1921 a former Russian Baptist who had become a 
Pentecostal in New York returned as missionary to Odessa. Ivan Voronaev 
was an aggressive preacher and organizer and had considerable success, 
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Part of the reason for his success was that initially at least half of the 
converts, according to his own admission, came from persons leaving 
Baptist and Evangelical Christian churches. In 1924 the Union of Chris- 
tians of Evangelical Faith (Pentecostal) was organized in the Odessa Oblast 
Two years later, the union had been extended to the entire Ukraine. In 
1928, Voronaey, in his own newspaper The Evangelist, listed 350 assemblies 
with a membership of over 17,000.60 

Another important factor to remember is that not all Soviet evangel- 
icals are Russian. Walter Kolarz estimated in 1960 that 50 percent of the 


were simply annexed. This meant that the inter-war period was a period of 
unprecedented personal freedom for the population in this region. 
Therefore, in all these areas, the evangelical movement, including that of 
the Pentecostals, experienced rapid growth during the 1920s, 

In the Volhynia and Brest regions, a separate denomination known as 
the Church of Christ was organized in 192], By 1928 there were 35 such 


Unity Struggles 
The search for unity had dominated the evangelical movement from 
the beginning. It seemed obvious to those leaders with vision that if the 
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older confessions and Protestants were in any case in the majority. If the 
Protestant West could account for a 400-year history, these new Protestants 
of Russia needed to rush through all the developments in the much shorter 
space of a few decades. One observer remarked that the resultant tensions 
that developed were due largely to the absence of history and tradition.*4 

The first official attempt to unite Russian evangelicals occurred at two 
conferences held in 1884. Colonel Pashkov and Baron Modest Korf invited 
believers from the Stundists, Baptists, Mennonite Brethren, Molokans, and 
Dukhobors to discuss unity. Seventy representatives met on April 1 in St. 
Petersburg, but the projected eight-day conference was broken up by the 
authorities on the fourth day. The sought-for unity would in all likelihood 
not have been achieved, since during the first four days numerous dif- 
ferences became evident. For example, some of the Pashkovites still ad- 
hered to paedobaptism and the Baptists from the south refused to begin the 
conference with a communion service once they discovered that not 
everyone present had undergone believer's baptism. Baron Korf tried to get 
the participants to recognize that “unity is not uniformity. It can also exist 
in diversity, similar to our body.” . 

A unity conference with more restricted representation met in the 
village of Novo-Vasil'evka in the Ukraine a few weeks later. Participants at 
this conference of 1884 at least managed to agree on the embryo for the 


subsequent Russian Baptist Union. At its second meeting in 1886, the first 


president, Johann Wieler, who had been forced to flee to Romania, was re- 
placed by Dei Mazaev, who became the dominant Baptist figure for the 
next thirty years. 

These events illustrate the nature of the problem preventing unity. For 
the entire pre-Revolutionary period the organizational structure of the 
evangelicals remained fluid and the unity conferences that did occur were 
made to seem more significant and representative by the later AUCECB of- 
ficials than they were at the time. One of the primary points of difference 
was that the Baptists under Mazaev’s leadership were a strict lot who had 
emphasized full adherence to Baptist ordinances, whereas other groups who 
eventually found themselves in the Evangelical Christian Union took an 
open attitude toward points of disagreement. Thus the Baptists determined 
the specific agenda for unity discussions. 

Theological differences, or more accurately differences in dogmatic 
practice, were: (1) whether the ceremony of laying on of hands on the 
newly baptized should be performed; (2) whether presbyters and deacons 
must be ordained; and (3) whether only an ordained presbyter was entitled 
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to conduct communion. The Evangelical Christians regarded all these 
practices as unnecessary. Baptists internationally also were not entirely 
agreed, since German Baptists emphasized the laying on of hands whereas 
the Evangelical Christians discovered that British Baptists did not follow 
this practice.*6 

The leadership of the evangelicals was divided on organizational ques- 
tions. Ivan Prokhanov of the Evangelical Christians worked hard to unite 
Baptists and Evangelical Christians into one single union. Others felt that 
Prokhanov wanted to lead and dominate such a union and resisted. Baptist 
leaders, on the other hand, could not agree among themselves whether to 
have a centralized union or a federal structure which would allow much 
greater autonomy to the regional unions. In 1920 at the Baptist congress 
whose validity was challenged soon after, a reorganization of the Baptist 
Union was approved which introduced a centralized collegial leadership 
similar to that employed by the Communist Party. But the last Baptist 
congress in 1926 introduced a new constitution whereby the Baptists 
adopted a federated structure consisting of ten unions linked by a federal 
council. ®7 

Although a unity agreement was reached in 1920 and signed by 
spokesmen from both sides, relations degenerated soon thereafter. By 1923 
the Baptists decided to shelve further unity negotiations, In 1925 came the 
final break. In December the Baptist plenum listed 80 instances in the past 
six months alone, of local conflict with Evangelical Christians and decided 
to issue a formal statement severing relations with the Evangelical Chris- 
tians.* This statement contained particularly harsh accusations against Ivan 
Prokhanoy. It advised local churches to avoid all links with the Evangelical 
Christians, even refusing to allow their ministers access to Baptist pulpits. 
The Baptist Union now gained the support of the Baptist World Alliance 
which did not reelect Prokhanov as a vice-president in 1928, 


The Stalinist Persecutions 

An evaluation of the postwar situation and its development to the 
present day must always include the consideration that evangelicals 
experienced unprecedented persecutions during the 1930s. Beginning ap- 
proximately in 1929 (somewhat earlier or later in different regions), state of- 
ficials together with so-called voluntary organizations of militant godless 
launched ani all-out attack on religion, utilizing mammoth amounts of 
propaganda and liberally applying “administrative measures,” Virtually 
everyone was affected somehow. The war on the churches was related to 
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the general purges and one can speak of similar waves of arrests. Evangel- 
ical leaders who survived to resume their posts later often listed in their 
published biographies their activities and positions before this period, as 
well as the period after 1944, and either omitted the 1980s or spoke 
obliquely about hard times in their lives or a “severe illness. 

Already in 1928 there were increasing signs of new pressures on the 
evangelicals. Prokhanov was advised not to return to the Soviet Union after 
attending the World Baptist Congress in Toronto, lest he be arrested. The 
issues of their denominational newspapers got thinner and there were more 
articles warning obliquely about dark days ahead. The Bible school in 
Moscow had to shut down after only four years of operation. The official in- 
dication that the situation had changed came with the promulgation of the 
Jaw on religious cults of April 1929. -_ 

This law introduced detailed regulations for controlling the activities of 
all religious bodies.” But the list of activities forbidden to the religious 
bodies appears to be a list of the techniques evangelicals had introduced for 
expanding and strengthening their movement Participation of minors was 
again severely restricted, clergymen and preachers had to limit their 
activities to the area of residence of their members, and elaborate registra- 
tion procedures were introduced. All nonregistered activity was forbidden. 
Article .17 of the law forbade creation of any mutual credit societies or 
cooperative commercial undertakings; giving material aid to members; and 
all auxiliary activities such as special meetings for children, youth, and 
women, excursions, children’s playgrounds, libraries, and so forth) This law 
and the official instruction for its execution which followed shortly 
thereafter7! served as the pretext for closing most of the churches, arresting 
the ministers, and bringing evangelical church life to a standstill. A cor- 
responding change in the constitution(in_1930 still granted believers the 
right to practice religious ritual but withdrew_the sight to religious propa- 
ganda. 

~~ The changed situation became evident in numerous ways. Both unions 
were temporarily liquidated in 1929. They received no Permission to 
publish and it became increasingly difficult to obtain permission to hold na- 
tional conferences. The Baptists, for example, were forced to remove P. V. 
Pavlov and M. D. Timoshenko, both pacifists, as leaders, and a more tradi- 
tional Baptist, Nikolai Odintsov, took over the leadership.” N. V. Odintsov, 
president since 1926, was himself arrested November 5, 1933, and received 
a three-year sentence. Subsequently, Odintsov was exiled to Eastern Si- 
beria. Rearrested in 1938, he died shortly thereafter.73 The secretary of the 
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Baptist Union, P. V. Ivanov-Klyshnikov, was given a 10-year sentence in 
1932 and did not live to complete it. Another board member, P. V. Datsko, 
was home briefly in 1938 after exile, was rearrested in 1939, and served only 
two years of his 10-year sentence before he died. Vasili Stepanov, alternate 
member of the Federal Council, had been exiled following a camp 
experience that broke his spirit so that he would not go to church. Neverthe- 
less, he was arrested again in 1937 and died in prison.” Il'ia Goliaev suc- 
ceeded to Odintsov’s post as president in 1983, but apparently went into 
hiding in 1935 and eventually died in Tashkent in 1949, 

The authorities had managed to exert their influence on the union by 
officially sponsoring two candidates for membership: I. I. Bondarenko and 
V. I. Kolesnikov. The reasons for their treachery are unclear, but they ap- 
parently gave evidence for the state at Odintsov’s trial and in other ways 
cooperated.” Both of them, however, also fell victim to the wave of arrests 
following the assassination of Kirov and both received five-year sentences, 
The date of their arrest, March 1935, can be regarded as the date when the 
Baptist Union ceased to exist. 

Although temporarily closed in 1930, the Evangelical Christian Union 
never ceased to exist entirely. Prokhanov failed to return to the Soviet 
Union in 1928 and the leadership passed to Jacob Zhidkov. At a meeting of 
the council plenum in 1931 Prokhanov was elected honorary president (he 
died in 1985 in Berlin) and Zhidkov, the previous vice-chairman, was 
elected chairman. Since 1929 the central office had been forced to move to 
Moscow. In mid-1935 the Evangelical Christian Council consisted of JL 
Zhidkov (chairman), A. L. Andreev (vice-chairman), A. V. Karey 
(treasurer), I. S. Kapalygin (secretary), and M. A. Orlov. Following 
Zhidkov’s arrest in 1937, only Andreev and Orlov remained at liberty, Orlov 
assuming chairmanship of the union in January 1938. Orlov managed to 
maintain church services in the one remaining Moscow church throughout 
the war. For the short period 1938-40 at least, the Evangelical Christian 
Union also did not function.” 

The Stalinist persecution was much more pervasive than merely to 
decimate the leadership. Local presbyters were arrested and charged with 
violating the law of cults, or for being kulaks, or for having maintained 
friendships abroad regarded as traitorous and were given prison sentences, 
With the presbyters gone, it was easy to close the church buildings, In 1929 
the six-day week was introduced, which meant that every day five sixths of 
the working population worked while one sixth rested. It was only in 1940 
that the seven-day week with Sunday free was reintroduced.7” Even then, 
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although many of the recently converted capitulated and left the church, 
religious activity did not cease entirely, In the midst of this some bold evan- 
gelicals told the antireligious propagandists: “We start our work where you 
stop. You work in clubs and meetings, but we work in the streets outside the 
clubs and after the meetings.”’8 Some leaders escaped arrest by going into 
hiding, and these managed to conduct secret services, 

Generally speaking, however, closure was the order of the day. In the 
spring of 1980, 12 Baptist ministers in Leningrad were arrested and all but 
one of the churches were confiscated. Five of six Baptist churches in 
Moscow were confiscated. One minister fleeing via Harbin in 1930 esti- 
mated that 40 percent of the full-time workers had been arrested or had 
fled, and that 60 percent of the churches had been closed. In 1936 the 
remaining Baptist building was confiscated; that left only one functioning 
Evangelical Christian congregation in Moscow. Believers who dared began 
attending here, a phenomenon characteristic of other parts of the country 
where either only a Baptist or an Evangelical Christian meetinghouse still 
remained open. By now it meant everything simply to be able to pray and 
read the Word together with other Christians; their denominational affilia- 
tion had no significance any longer.” 


Wartime Activity 

Fortunately for all religions, ironic as it may sound, the war preserved 
them from total extinction. It provided them with the possibility of 
demonstrating their loyalty and value to the defense of the Soviet Union 
and Stalin rewarded them by granting them new freedoms but without the 
corresponding legal protection. The two leaders not in prison, Orlov and 
Andreev, visited churches during the war and helped them become rees- 
tablished as conditions improved. Most of the Baptist leaders were by then 

- either dead or in prison. 

Michael Orlov and Alexei Andreev were able to visit the Baltic coun- 
tries in 1940. As a result of the Soviet-German pact of 1939, the Soviet 
Union had annexed these independent countries, Immediately thereupon 
there seemed to follow a pattern whereby the absorption of the local civil 
administration was followed by the absorption of the local religious 
administration. Considering general wartime travel restrictions, only state 
sponsorship could account for the trip undertaken by Orlov and Andreey. 

With the invasion of the Soviet Union by Hitler in 1941, wartime 
propaganda began to include identification with old Russian heroes, includ- 
ing religious ones.8! The Orthodox leader Sergei appealed to fellow believ- 
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ers to sacrifice everything in defense of the motherland. The Orthodox 
raised large funds for the war effort. 

Michael Orlov on behalf of the Evangelical Christians became equally 
active in the patriotic war effort. He conducted a large patriotic meeting in 
Moscow immediately following the invasion and as a result many of the 


groups such as Pentecostals and Mennonites, their only chance for official 
survival after the war appeared to be in joining the new evangelical union, 


nesses it is still a reality and constitutes an admonition to separatist evangel- 
icals in the West to get together. 
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By then it was apparent that the persecution of one generation of evangel- 
icals did not frighten the next generation. Baptist secretary Vasili fyehoye 
Klyshnikov was not that unique with his record of 31 imprisonments. The 
movement had grown despite persecution, perhaps because of it. Yet the 
facts of nearly uncontrolled growth during the decade of Soviet tolerance 
cannot have escaped the notice of state officials, . 

With eased restrictions, the evangelicals had deliberately organized for 
expansion through evangelism. They employed a large corps of full-time 
evangelists. There were tent missions. Others debated with atheists in large 
assembly halls with considerable success. Bible schools and an intensified 
literature program sought to provide guidance and depth to the movement. 
It was apparent that the evangelicals could not be used by the communists 
as had been hoped and so the policy of toleration was abandoned. Most of 
the evangelicals’ techniques for growth were explicitly forbidden by law in 
1929. In their resurrected form after the war, the new Soviet evangelicals 
therefore could not rely on these patterns, although their memory served as 
motivation for fashioning substitutes. 

Renewed attempts to eliminate the evangelicals after the war have 
made persecution into a hereditary pattern. The Vins family which has 
known “three generations of suffering” is in essence not unique. There 
were also several other problem patterns that would persist. Trained leaders 
remained rare. Trusted leaders were regularly threatened with prison. The 
lack of buildings remained a problem. And after a short euphoric period of 
unity in adversity, the inter-evangelical bickering was resumed. 

Which side, whether the state authorities or the evangelicals, would 
learn from their mistakes the quickest remained to be seen. 
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28. A movement originating in the early 19th century, a key leader being John 
Nelson Darby (1800-1882), striving to renew the church along New Testament pat- 
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of churches closed jumped from 499 in 1928 to 1,379 in 1929; in Otto Luchterhandt, 
Der Sowjetstaat und die Russisch-Orthodoxe Kirche (Cologne: Verlag Wissenschaft 
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the role of Metropolitan Nikolai in writing church propaganda for distribution be- 
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“What brought you here?” | asked. “What did you read?” 
They answered: “We don’t know what brought us here. We 
just felt that something was missing.” “Have you read 
anything?” “Nothing in particular.” “The Gospels?” | 
asked. “How could we have done that, since they’re 


impossible to obtain?” ... “We don’t doubt any of this. It’s 
all we can believe in, otherwise life would be meaningless.” 
—Dmitrii Dudko 


Our Hope, p. 147 


2 The Leap Forward: Revival and 
Church Growth, 1944-1957 


At the end of the Napoleonic War in 1815 when a religious revival 
swept through Russia, a leading Orthodox hierarch tried to explain the 
phenomenon to a representative of the Russian Bible Society. “We have a 
proverb,” he said, “that when the thunder rolls, the peasant crosses 
himself.”! War, with its thunder and lightning, has often led to increased 
religiosity. That was true after the Second World War, or “The Great 
Fatherland War,” as it is known in the Soviet Union, which was responsible 
for extreme social disorientation, Twenty million Russians perished and un- 
told numbers suffered lesser injuries. Every family was affected by the war 
in some way. : 

The war became the scapegoat for all the suffering that had been 
experienced. It had caused hunger, loss of loved ones, and homelessness. 
The hated fascists who started the war had also engaged in religious 
persecution. Bratskii Vestnik, the official evangelical periodical, has never 
dared describe the brutal treatments its members received from Soviet au- 
thorities but it has given some details about fascist treatment. Ilia Ivanov, 
who later became president, claimed that the fascists “completely closed 
the Evangelical Christian-Baptist churches, beat and tormented the 
presbyters and preachers, and demanded that they renounce their faith.”2 


Revival Begins 
In most areas, however, churches had been closed for at least twelve 
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years—that is, much longer than the duration of the war. The local 
presbyters had disappeared, many of them forever. But after the war the 
state showed itself tolerant toward religion, and the search for spiritual faith 
took on major proportions. Bratskii Vestnik began reporting many and large 
baptismal services, In several of the larger cities as many as 100 persons 
were baptized in one year alone.? AUCECB President Zhidkov reported at 
the end of the first year that their central office had been flooded with 5,000 
letters containing appeals for help. 
The dominant request was for Bibles. 


From many brothers and sisters locally came persistent requests to send 
various spiritual literature and especially Bibles, New Testaments and 
hymnbooks. We understand this need and the AUCECB is very 
concerned that these needs are met but it will take time. For the time be- 
ing, brothers and sisters, one must be patient and earnestly ask the Lord 
to fulfill this urgent necessity.4 


This early, surprisingly frank acknowledgement of the Bible hunger 
resurfaced in Bratskii Vestnik only infrequently thereafter, but for believers 
it became the major desire. Correspondence abroad, where Bibles were 
more plentiful, was extremely difficult during the first decade, but when 
this became somewhat easier in the middle fifties, the hunger for Bibles 
seemed as painful as a decade earlier, One correspondent for a mission 
reported he was receiving daily an average of twenty letters containing 
heart-rending appeals for Bibles. He reported there were ministers in the 
Soviet Union preaching without benefit of a Bibles 

The second major need was for ordained presbyters. The war and the 
earlier purges had severely decimated the experienced and able leaders. 
Now churches were opening in many locations but there were no presbyters 
available. In many places women led the services but without the right to 
perform ordinances. As late as 1953, one fifth of the congregations in the 
Ukraine still lacked an ordained presbyter.6 President Zhidkov reported 
they had received many letters in Moscow with the appeal: “Give us 
workers even if they are old or invalids—we would be happy for all.””7 

This was the context for a major revival among Soviet evangelicals. 
Communication was difficult and religious propaganda was prohibited, yet 
word of a revival spread rapidly, One participant recalled how news 
reached his village that in the neighboring village there was a Bible and that 
a person there had dared to read it in public. Late at night the Bible owner’s 
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house was crowded with expectant persons. Only one candle was lit to 
facilitate reading of the Bible, and everyone spoke in hushed tones in order 
not to draw neighbors’ attention. After those persons who could still re- 
member them had sung several hymns, someone stood up to read from the 
precious Bible. In the prayer that followed, the kneeling assembly implored 
God to forgive their sins. Hardened persons found themselves weeping like 
a baby.8 

The unique context clearly shaped the nature of this religious revival. 
In most localities it was a movement without visible leadership. Traveling 
evangelists and AUCECB leaders often served as catalysts for the revival 
fires to break out but it remained abovd all a grass-roots phenomenon) In 
many areas evangelists or other ministers never appeared until years later, 
One story from the village of Waldheim in Western Siberia is typical: 

A young man had spent the winter working in Vorkuta on the Arctic 
Circle in order to collect the extra salary paid for working under severe cli- 
matic conditions. In Vorkuta he encountered believers who had just 
experienced a dramatic awakening. The young man heard the preaching 
and was converted. Before returning to his home in the spring, he managed 
to obtain a Bible. Although no announcement was made on the day he 
returned to the village of Waldheim, that evening curious neighbors 
gathered in his home until all three rooms were packed to overflowing. 
Young Jacob rose to his feet, opened his Bible, and laboriously read a few 
verses. Closing the book, he managed another two or three halting 
sentences that scarcely hinted at a sermon. Then, his thoughts exhausted, 
he suddenly fell to his knees and uttered a simple but staggering prayer: 
“Lord, I pray to you that each person gathered here will be converted 
tonight. Amen.” , 

In the silence that followed, a woman from the adjoining room pushed 


her way through to young Jacob and asked him tearfully, “Help me to . 


pray.” Without further ado, he dropped onto his knees again and she began 
calling out to God to be merciful to her, a terrible sinner. Within a few 
seconds all in the house were on their knees and screaming to God for 
mercy. Jacob found himself calming the people and telling them that God 
could hear them without their screams, 

Jacob’s prayer was answered literally. In fact, herdsmen in the pasture 
heard the shouting, came to see, and stayed to experience their personal 
conversion. Others ran home to awaken relatives with the words, “Come 
quickly, the entire village is getting converted tonight.” 

Elsewhere, the awakening followed the journey of some courageous 
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evangelist. Few of these heroic people are known by name. To guard 
against betrayal to the authorities, the visitor simply introduced himself as 
Brother Alexei, preached his sermon, baptized the COOvErts, and was al- 
ready underway to an unknown destination before the authorities had suffi- 
cient information to get on his trail. Some of these traveling evangelists 
were persons who had been converted only a few weeks or months earlier. 
Filled with the joy of their new experience, they used their weekends and 
other free time to preach in nearby villages. In many areas the newly 
converted met regularly for services but had to wait years till a visiting or- 
dained minister could conduct baptism and communion, Communion and 
baptism were seen as important, but a primary concern was to tell people 
that there is a gracious God, Someone who forgives their sins, Someone who 
can give them peace of heart and a purpose for living. 

There was little need to counter the so-called scientific arguments of 
atheism. Young Peter Engbrecht, for example, had studied at an institute 
for scientific atheism and had been chagrined to discover that the atheists 
were unable to prove convincingly that God does not exist. After serving a 
term in concentration camps (because of his German origins), he was finally 
released in the early 1950s, a physical wreck. Deeply depressed, he amused 
himself by ridiculing the old minister in the village. The minister ignored 
his tricky scientific questions and responded to him with a quiet grace. Fi- 
nally one evening Peter came to announce that he wished to be converted, 
His excitement was so great that he could not wait till morning to be 
baptized. Soon he became one of the key evangelists in the area and 
conducted services where he baptized move than seventy persons.9 


The AUCECB leadership also played a role in the revival. Most of the 


members of the All-Union Council spent much time on the road during the 
first few years visiting churches. In these administrative trips they shared in- 
formation about activities in Moscow, gave advice on how to organize and 
register the church, and ordained local presbyters. The reports in the Brat- 
skii Vestnik journal are restrained but indicate that wherever they visited, 
there was always a worship service in which they delivered the major ser- 
mons. When Mikhail Orlov traveled to communities in the Volga region, 
services were held on successive evenings and people were converted.. 
These leaders, with years of experience in evangelism and Bible teach- 
ing, now used their accumulated skills to guide the growth. President 
Zhidkov reported that in 1947 growth had been significantly less than from 
1945 to 1946 because congregations were becoming more cautious in ac- 
cepting members—they tested them first and gave them solid teaching. He 
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reported that the AUCECB had sent a directive to local congregations 
warning them not to receive strangers into their pulpits but only such 
persons who carried identification and endorsement by the AUCECB. This 
was an attempt to restrain the activities of independent preachers who were 
sowing disorder among believers, Zhidkov also discouraged presbyters from 
switching congregations or moving about from place to place, emphasizing 
that “their task is not to be a missionary, but a pastor.” ! This was strong 
language that might come back to haunt him. It was an emphasis preferred 
by the state authorities, but. it also reflected concern for stability and 
validity. 

General Secretary Alexander Karey reported in October 1948 that the 
first task of their union had been to bring the congregations into order again 
and to register them with the local organs of power. The second task was to 
put in order the family of presbyters. The AUCECB had collected a list of 
all the presbyters in the country including their place of service, physical 
and spiritual age, time spent as presbyter, and their spiritual level, This at- 


_ tempt to husband their resources extended also to senior presbyters who 


were carefully chosen in order to provide leadership to the presbyters under 
them, 


Stalin rewarded Orthodox patriotism by permitting the reestablish- 
ment of the patriarchate in 1948 and soon thereafter the Soviet news agency 
TASS announced the formation of a Council for Russian Orthodox Church 
Affairs (CROCA), attached to the Council of Ministers, to handle all liaison 
functions between the Orthodox Church and the Soviet state, In July 19444 
second council, called the Council for the Affairs of Religious Cults 
(CARC), attached to the Soviet Council of Ministers, was announced, Ivan 
Vasilevich Polianskii was appointed the chairman with local representatives 
or plenipotentiaries of the council under him. ” Clearly this indicated a shift 
in Soviet state religious policy in favor of the loyal churches, Only a few 
months later the unity congress of Evangelical Christians and Baptists took 
place. 

Although the creation of the two councils was announced almost im- 
mediately, their powers remained shrouded in mystery for decades, The 
councils did not fit into the 1929 legislation on cults which, when revised in 
1932, referred to local commissions to oversee church affairs but otherwise 
left registration procedures to local state authorities. One eminent scholar 
has suggested that these two councils “represented an institutional exten- 
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sion of the long-established secret police department for ‘churchmen and 
sectarians,’ "13 

In the Soviet Encyclopedia published in 1947 a lengthy article by A. 
Kolosov describes the councils’ functions as follows: (1) To examine all 
questions put to the government by religious societies which require a state 
decision, such as obtaining prayer houses, issuing of materials, making 
printing presses available; (2) reviewing legislative proposals dealing with 
questions of religious societies, as well as other instructions and orders; (3) 
overseeing the proper execution throughout the territory of the USSR of all 
laws based on the strict separation of church from state with the council tak- 
ing necessary measures to guarantee religious freedom for Soviet citizens as 
provided by the constitution; (4) cooperating with religious societies in set- 
tling those questions which require involvement with Soviet ministries. In a 
statute issued in 1966 (although first made public in the West in 1976)" 
these duties were spelled out more clearly but till then there appeared to be 
no clear legislative foundation for the councils. 

No changes in the law were announced, although a legally binding let- 
ter from G. G. Karpov, head of the Council for Russian Orthodox Church 
Affairs, to Patriarch Alexei soon became known, This letter permitted the pa- 
triarchate to own property and otherwise function as a legal entity even 
though the legislation forbade this.!®> The emphasis that Karpov and his 
colleague Polianskii tried to give was that their councils were serving largely 
a liaisonary function. 

It was immediately apparent that churches registered by the Council 
for the Affairs of Religious Cults were left relatively undisturbed in their 
conduct of worship services, whereas the unregistered groups experienced 
considerable harshness from local authorities. The legislation of 1929 stated 
that a minimum of twenty persons was required before a congregation or 
“society,” to use the Soviet terminology, could be registered.” All had to be 
over eighteen years of age. Twenty persons therefore had to sign the 
request for initial registration and a list of all the members was maintained 
by the local state authorities. The law specified that a three-member execu- 
tive body elected by the society should represent it. The law further 
specified that the state registration agencies were entitled to remove indi- 
vidual members from the executive council of a local religious society. All 
meetings additional to regular worship services required special permission. 

No criteria for registration were established but the law did list a good 
number of activities which were violations of the law—any violation of the 
law was sufficient ground for removal of registration. According to the law, 
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P was itself a major problem, Unof- 
ficial restrictions specified that a prayer house must not be located too close 
to a school or public building. (The public must be protected from harmful 
influences! ) Sometimes the building had to be purchased and usually it had 
to be remodeled. If the previous owner discovered the potential purpose of 
the building, he might decide not to sell, buckling to pressure from un- 
friendly authorities, The risk of sudden revocation of registration was always 
present. ; 

The second issue of Bratskii Vestnik requested the churches to send all 
registration materials to Moscow, where the work of registering the 
churches was being conducted. That soon changed, and it became the task 
of the senior presbyter to assist local congregations with the registration 


central areas of the Russian F ederation (RSFSR), as well as further east in. 
Siberia and the Far East, probably because the state administrative ma- 
chinery for carrying this through was undeveloped. !8 

No statistics exist to indicate exactly how many received registration 
and how many were refused. The scattered sources available suggest that 
initially registration was granted with little difficulty to urban churches but 
it was more difficult for village churches. Often several village congrega- 
tions were combined in order to produce a larger membership. 

The AUCECB promised to announce the number of registered 
churches once the process was completed. !° This never materialized and the 
Statistics that were given have only relative value. Moscow Baptist officials 
claimed 3,000 congregations in 1946, 3,500 congregations in 1947, and 
4,000 congregations in 1948.20 That would indicate a phenomenal increase 
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Detailed statistics have never been shared but the partial information 
published in Bratskti Vestnik during the first decade suggests that there 
were probably fewer, rather than more than 350,000 members in 1947.2! 
The statistical breakdown tends to confirm that without the western border 
areas which had formerly been outside the Soviet Union the total figure 
would have been significantly less. F orty-eight percent of the membership 
was in the Ukraine and three fourths of the believers in the Ukraine came 
from the Western Ukraine, especially from Volhynia, Rovno, and L’vov 
provinces. Scattered across the vast regions of the RSFSR from Leningrad 
in the Northeast to Vladivostok in the Far East were another 21 percent of 
the membership. More than half of these were located in the central 
provinces around Moscow. Very likely many more unregistered congrega- 
tions existed in Siberia and the Far East, since these had been centers of 
strength before the war and it was to these areas that many believers had 
been sent to serve their prison sentences and terms of exile. These believers, 
however, experienced greater difficulties in communicating with the 
Moscow headquarters. A further 20 percent of the total membership was 
found in the Baltic republics, White Russia, and Moldavia. The remaining 
10 percent was scattered in the Caucasus and Central Asia. 

It is not possible to obtain a fully accurate statistical picture but it is 
sufficiently clear that the Soviet evangelical movement was still alive and 
that its growth rate would probably not peak very quickly. State authorities 
were watching events with considerable care and by 1949 there were un- 
mistakable signs that they were worried, As renewed pressure was put on 
the fledgling congregations and ministers were arrested, many congrega- 
tions drew back in fear. 


The State Becomes Worried 

The Soviet state has never been able to demonstrate its conviction that 
religion is a thing of the past bound to disappear with the advance of scien- 
tific progress. Rather, the Soviet state has regularly responded to religious 
organizations with fear. Therefore, even though the main body of evangel- 
icals and the Orthodox had convincingly demonstrated their patriotic love 
for the fatherland, when the growing Cold War threatened Soviet security, 
renewed restrictions on the churches followed. 

We have insufficient evidence to permit a detailed analysis of what 
happened to the AUCECB. By 1948 there were increasing complaints in 
Bratskii Vestnik about violations of the August Agreement by Pentecostals, 


Zhidkov and Karev issued several instructions intended to suppress the 
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emotional aspects of Pentecostalism. Whether this reflected purely Baptist 


distaste of Pentecostal emotionalism, as seems plausible, or whether the 


Possibly to increased restrictions on church activity. These restrictions may 
have been reflected in the new church statute, 

Only two issues of (Bratskii Vestnik) appeared in 1949. The last issue 
was almost entirely devoted to articles dealing with the subject of Easter— 


Persons got only eight or ten years, One story illustrates the procedures. 
‘Heinrich Wiens and Dietrich Klassen had both been prisoners of war, 
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Klassen having been sent to America. After the war, the Americans, using 
deception and force, turned them over to the Russians. Upon their return to 
the Soviet Union, Wiens and Klassen were sent to Kirgizia in Central Asia 
for forced labor in a uranium mine. Soon they and several others began 
meeting for fellowship and eventually an evangelical church was formed. 
Wiens and Klassen were among seven men arrested in 1951 and charged as 
spies. They were accused of having received training in America in order to 
organize a fifth-column movement in the Soviet Union by means of reli- 
gion. Heinrich Wiens received the death sentence and was executed a year 
later. Although seven of the leadership were in prison, the small congrega- 
tion continued to meet, Finally it decided to submit a list of its members to 
the authorities in Moscow with the request to have the congregation 
registered. In response, nine of the laymen were arrested in April 1952. 
They were charged under Article 58 and sentenced to 25 years in prison 
with five years’ exile,26 

The severity of this treatment had the desired effect. Leaderless con- 
gregations drew back in terror and ceased meeting. The revival movement 
had been stopped. 


A Second Revival—The Mid-Fifties 

A second revival in the mid-fifties had a greater impact on the central 
and eastern regions of the Soviet Union than on the western border areas 
where churches grew so rapidly after the war. This movement was also grass 
roots in character but perhaps more directly affected by preachers recently 
released from prison. The Russian Germans were to play a major part in it, 

On March 5, 1953, Joseph Stalin died. With him died the Stalinist ter- 
rors. Some people dared to hope that a better world, a freer world was 
dawning. Some hoped that in honor of his death an amnesty for prisoners 
would be declared. 

From 1958 to 1956 the struggle for Stalin’s succession also affected the 
religious situation. A violent assault on religion was begun in the press.27 In 
late July 1954 a major article urging the “expansion of scientific-atheist 
Propaganda” appeared in Pravda. In August Radio Moscow announced 
that a new periodical to be named Science and Religion was about to be 
published. This journal would specialize in the struggle against God, renew- 
ing the atheistic propaganda campaign of the 1980s. But in November 1954 
Nikita Khrushchev personally signed a resolution from the Central Com- 
mittee of the Communist Party which, though it emphasized a need for an 
increase in the ideological struggle with religion, condemned administrative 
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continued to decrease. 
Events would show that it had been futile to hope for the release of all 
Prisoners, but many were released. Many Prisoners who had been arrested 


to risk reading the Bible to them in the secrecy of the home. 
Other prisoners, arrested several years later, benefited from Stalin’s 
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Germans, including those in the Ukraine. In total, about 650,000 Russian 
Germans were transported to the east in 1941 and 1942. Because of the 
rapid advance of the German army, most of the Soviet Germans on the west 
bank of the Dnieper were still awaiting resettlement when the Germans 
came. These made the trek to the German Reich with the retreating army 
in 1943. Many died. Perhaps 100,000 managed to stay in the West: the re- 
mainder were forcibly repatriated to the Soviet Union. Those not shot im- 
mediately joined their brothers in the prisons and concentration camps of 
Northern and Eastern Russia and Central Asia, 90 

All these Germans were placed under a special command: which re- 
quired them to report to the local command either weekly or monthly. 
They received no identity papers and it was therefore impossible to move. 
After Konrad Adenauer’s visit to the Soviet Union in 1955, a decree affect- 
ing all German citizens in the special settlements was issued. According to 
this decree, dated December 13, 1955, the special command administration 
was dismantled. The Germans now received identity cards and were free to 
move to places of their choice. They had to sign a promise, however, never 
to move back to their former places of settlement, nor were they given com- 
pensation for losses incurred. A fuller rehabilitation did not come till 1964. 

The Germans, like other members of the camp system, provided in- 
voluntary labor for the great industrial recovery that followed the war.%2 
Many were sent to the forests of Northern Russia and Western Siberia. 
Others found themselves in the Ural Mountains region and in Kazakhstan 
working in the mines. Usually they were housed in barracks with extremely 
limited facilities. Untold numbers fell victim to hunger, disease, and frost. 
Those who managed to survive would never forget how, in their hopeless- 
ness, they had cried to God. Some of these groups formed. clusters for 
fellowship in their barracks communities as early as 1948 only to see the au- 
thorities come to break up their meetings and arrest their leaders, 

With the receipt of internal Passports in 1956, these Germans began to 
seek their immediate relatives and friends throughout the Soviet Union. 
Wherever they came they sought out fellow believers and shared with them 
their experiences, Among this group of travelers were experienced ministers 
whose suffering in prison had increased their spiritual depth. A significant 
number of the German preachers had attended Bible schools in the 1920s 


which had been conducted by Mennonites and German Baptists. The re- _ 


vival that they now encountered could therefore be guided toward the 
systematic organization of churches. Many of these traveling Germans 
managed to obtain German-language Bibles in the Baltic republics which 
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they then distributed among the scattered Germa 

the Soviet Union. Reflecting on the past greatness 

Russia, one Volga German told a visitor: “Before 

were like fat tame ducks that had forgotten to fly. Now the Lord has 
nsformed through long periods of sufferin 


0 are able to fly all over 
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Church Growth Techniques Soviet-Style 

The Khrushchev antireligious campaign of 1959 to 1964 was second 
only to the Stalinist persecutions of the 1930s and did major damage to si 
religious bodies. Many churches were closed; those remaining open had to 
walk circumspectly. The Evangelical Christian-Baptist Union experienced : 
major split in its ranks. But the evangelicals were not annihilated as a 
been hoped; rather, their movement continued to grow in spite of signi - 
cant losses. Their growth was due to recs of expansion which they ha 

d during the heady days of the revival era. 7 
ee aacion of children was forbidden by law. Only religious 
education in the home was not explicitly forbidden. Russian evangelicals, 
especially Mennonites and to a slightly lesser extent the Baptists, placed 
heavy emphasis on religious education in the home.%® As historic meee 
churches, they had always emphasized that each believer is a priest and 
above all.a priest in his own home. Children learned Bible stories, mem- 
orized Scripture verses, and sang the songs of the faith. This accounts for 
the fact that most new members came from the immediate families of 
believers. 

From its first issue, Bratskii Vestnik took great pains to encourage 
believers to be good examples in their work. Local authorities who included 
believers on the honor roll at a factory were often ordered by superiors to 
take down the pictures of Christian work heroes because this was an embar- 
rassment for Soviet propaganda. But through the years the work reliability 
of Soviet Baptists became proverbial, in spite of numerous propaganda 
claims to the contrary. This writer once chanced to overhear a conversation 
between two medium-level officials in a Soviet restaurant. The one re- 
marked that he had a number of believers in his factory and was coming 
under pressure to dismiss them, but as far as he was concerned, they 
good workers and he didn’t see why religious persuasion should make a dif- 
ference in his factory. Those sentiments are becoming widespread except at 
the party leadership level. 7 

Workmates are a rather significant source for gaining converts. 
Outright witnessing in the Western sense of introducing the subject of 
Christianity to some unsuspecting person is not permitted in the Soviet 
Union. But when the workmates ask questions about the believer's lifestyle 
and beliefs, he will reply and probably invite the workmate to attend the 
worship service for himself. The sermon or the music or other aspects of the 
service may attract his attention and trigger the desire to be converted, but 
the basic credit belongs to the quiet diligent believer at his place of work. 
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A great many conversions take place during the week following the be- 

ginning of the new year. Most evangelical churches in the Soviet Union 
conduct a prayer week consisting of nightly services devoted to preaching 
and congregational prayer. In contrast to worship services during the rest of 
the year, which are usually unplanned, the prayer week is usually given a 
special theme so that each sermon, even if delivered by various laymen 
present, speaks to a common theme. During the revivals of the 1950s, these 
had been the special occasions where individuals stood up in the service, 
confessed their sins publicly, broke down in tears, and prayed to God for 
forgiveness. One man, for example, came to the realization that he had 
been a prisoner of smoking and therefore wanted to make an end of this sin. 
Having been converted the night before, he gave his beautiful leather to- 
bacco pouch to a close friend. The friend was converted that night and 
passed the lovely tobacco pouch on to a third friend. The third friend was 
converted on the subsequent evening. When he tried to give the tobacco 
pouch to a fourth friend, the latter protested, fearing that if he accepted the 
tobacco pouch, he too would have to become converted. This sense of the 
inevitability of people getting right with God during the first week of the 
new year because of the concentrated preaching and concentrated praying 
produced a tradition which has made the new year week of prayer a major 
tool of evangelism to the present. 


Soviet legislation requires that not only the church but also the 


clergymen must be registered. The clergyman or presbyter is registered 
with a given congregation and he is not permitted to preach in the neigh- 
boring parish.4° With this stipulation the 1929 legislators tried to restrain the 
activities of the Baptist evangelists who systematically traveled about trying 
to gain converts and start new church fellowships. Many evangelists ar- 
rested by authorities during the 1950s were punished for violating this legis- 
lation. In order to avoid this charge, Soviet evangelicals quickly developed a 
terminology suited to the occasion, At the end of the service the presiding 
minister invited visitors from other churches to share greetings, The con- 
gregation then stood in formal acceptance of the greetings and asked the 
visitors to take greetings back in return, 

If the person bringing the greeting is a minister, the local leader will 
invite the guest to step forward to the pulpit to share the greetings with the 
entire congregation. The visitor then begins giving greetings from his 
family and his church, describing some of their activities and concerns, As 
he continues with his greetings he also adds greetings from Paul or Peter or 
Jesus. Naturally, to share specific greetings from Jesus involves reading a 
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passage of Scripture and explaining what it means and what significance it 
has for this greeting. In short, the visitor will have used up the equivalent of 
a twenty-minute sermon for his greeting. The initiated foreign visitor will 
not be offended if he is simply invited to give a greeting and will know what 
to do, 

Several rather creative techniques have developed to suit the Soviet 
context for evangelism. Whereas many American churches attribute their 
high growth rate to a strong emphasis on the Sunday school, the Sunday 
school is forbidden in the Soviet Union and is in any case not a part of the 
historical tradition. But in an average church, twelve children ages six to 
nine will have twelve birthdays, probably one a month on an average. 
Birthday parties are very important in the Soviet Union. In a believing 
family friends of the believing child will gather fora party. They will play 
games which may include Bible quizzes, treasure hunts where the treasure 
is a Bible verse beautifully printed on a Piece of paper, or similar religious 
didactic games. Mother or Father will surely be present and may read a 
Scripture passage or lead in prayer, although very often the children will 
wish to do this themselves, In short, a carefully planned system of birthday 
parties has provided an excellent Sunday school substitute. 

Special youth meetings are also forbidden by law. Every evangelical 
congregation has a choir consisting of volunteers. Obviously the choir needs 
to practice regularly in order to sing well. In many congregations the choir 
practice is carefully planned to serve as a substitute for the youth meetings. 
Many unconverted young people enjoy singing and the local church choir 
provides an opportunity for this as well as an opportunity to meet members 
of the opposite sex, Choir practice begins with a short Scripture meditation 
and prayer. Often during the middle of the rehearsal, time will be taken for 

another “sermon,” often devoted to a topic of special interest to young 
people. Not only does this make the choir an important teaching vehicle for 
the young people, it also means that the choir leader must be a person of 
special capabilities, His ability to relate to young people and to expound the 
Word may be as important as his musical skills. 

There are two human phenomena that will always continue and which 
are uniquely suited to reflecting on questions of life and death. For the 
human race to procreate, men and women must marry. Marriages in the 
Soviet Union are formalized in a simple civil procedure but a growing 
number of young people demand the addititional romance of a religious 
marriage ceremony.*! Christian weddings are special occasions for evange- 
lism. Both bride and groom will invite unconverted friends and relatives, as 
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continue to exist, yet enough difficult 
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little babushka promised to ask around. The priest that he did meet 
quite different from the stereotypes he had read about and he cecilia ; 
was interesting to talk to the priest. In fact the priest had a more roun 
education than he had himself. The priest gave him a New eee 
which he started to read with great interest but was obliged to hide it = that 
his wife who was teaching in an institute of Marxism-Leninism wou e 
find out about it. After a while he discovered that his wife was ue the 
Bible secretly but was hiding it from him the way he had hidden : ie 
her. Then he discovered she had been baptized and had baptize a 
child. Since he also believed the words of the Book, he decided - 4 a 
remained to be done was for him to be baptized. When he selene = 
tism, they asked to see his passport. Soon people at work called a vin 
informed him that if they had known he was a believer they wou be i 
given him the apartment he had received recently. The letter ende : wi 4 
the plucky young man asserting that he would continue with his newfoun 
i atter what. ae 
aot story illustrates the numerous disadvantages in se Chris- 
tianity, especially for young career-oriented persons. In spite of t many 
determined to join as did this young man. Many new conver ees 
baptized into the new evangelical churches after the war. Soon the AU- 
CECB leadership began urging greater restraint. In 1958, 125 gees Riles 
baptized in the Moscow church.“4 According to the rules of the AU 
no one could be baptized until he had reached the age of 18 ‘ae : 
Orlov, the presbyter in Moscow at the time, emphasized cee aptisma 
candidates between the ages of eighteen and twenty-five formed an ae. 
nificant number of the total baptismal candidates because they were sti so 
young and had not had opportunity to demonstrate their faith in ee 
Perhaps the state was interfering because numerous lay people com- 
plained that the minimum age of baptism appeared to be 25 or ee 
even 80 years of age. Before being baptized, the baptismal sr 4 ate 
submitted to the presbyter a written statement requesting ae ter a 
year of testing, several members of the church who knew the candi ate es 
sonally were asked to give a character reference. If the indications sci i 
positive, the congregation would vote to accept the candidate for ee 
What Bratskii Vestnik failed to mention was that each baptismal a a 
had to be approved by the state authorities before the baptism ee tal ‘ 
place. This often produced long delays while the candidate $ co sacs : 
work, for example, were putting on pressure to dissuade him from his at- 


tempts. 
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The Moscow leadership repeatedly urged local congregations to install 
a baptistry in the church building, if possible.4® Where this was not possible, 
the baptism could be performed in a lake, river, or sea. If this was the case, 
the presbyter was urged to conduct the service very early in the morning 
with only the necessary number of persons present. These would include 
the presbyter, the baptismal candidates, and sufficient brothers and sisters 
to assist in the changing room. There should be no big parade to the place 
of baptism and the worship service itself should be conducted in the prayer 
house. Nonregistered congregations often held secret baptismal services at 
night and sometimes accommodating presbyters from registered congrega- 
tions secretly baptized a young person without submitting his name to the 
state authorities. But even then the disadvantages of being a Christian in 
Soviet society were felt, 

By the later 1960s another factor made it problematic to join the Soviet 
evangelicals. Evangelicals placed a strong emphasis on personal ethics and 
expected their believers to be honest in their dealings, This meant that 
someone contemplating joining an evangelical church would have to be 
prepared to forego numerous comforts and even necessities of life because 
he could not in good conscience purchase items on the black market, Living 
na levo had become widespread; many citizens regarded life as impossible 
if one did not cheat along the way.4* Sometimes it even meant that the 
Christian trying to build a house would have to wait for years or else rely on 
his own ingenuity because the doors for his house had not been obtainable 
except on the black market. Often local officials were simply waiting for a 
Christian to give in to temptation to buy the doors anyway and then would 
pounce on him. That also helped to guarantee that church discipline would 
be swift for anyone trying to serve God and mammon at the same time. 

In short, deciding to become a Christian, to risk a baptism, and to 
continue to live and identify with Christians made life difficult. But that is 
precisely why it is possible to say that the evangelical church in the Soviet 
Union is a strong church. As Zhidkov remarked, “Better a small group but 
true followers of Christ, than a large congregation, but such on whom we 
cannot depend,”’47 

Believers still recall with fond memories the early period before the 
Khrushchev persecution set in, For many believers, that was the period of 
“first love.” It was a time when revival swept the countryside, when the 
simple joy of hearing God’s Word read and preached produced indescrib- 
able emotions. Then people rejoiced if a companion was also a believer 
without caring to know his denominational affiliation, Personally many re- 
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membered the bitter tears of repentance at their own conversion and the 
tears of joy at forgiveness experienced.4® The physical accommodations for 
worship were extremely primitive but never was the fellowship as warm as 
then. Many participants recall miraculous experiences and include among 
these the discovery of a courage not their own, sometimes even the dis- 
covery of a preaching gift not their own. In spite of everything, there had 
been the unconquerable conviction that God would triumph. That was 
when they had realized that God had not forgotten them after all, that He 
still spoke to them with love and forgiveness. That was when hope was 
renewed that someday Russia would be won for Christ. 

The revivals had come in waves because their character and essence 
was emotional. The state authorities responded emotionally because their 
own atheism was really anti-theism. That meant a stable church must main- 
tain a momentum of growth or else lose ground to atheist activists, It re- 
quired new techniques for church growth. The flashy, hard-sell techniques 
for evangelism so common in North America were inappropriate. Each 
member and each potential church member knew that it would cost 
something to espouse the faith. 
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The “marriage” did not take place because both partners 
wanted to be the man... 


—Kahle, p. 208 


3 A New Evangelical Union: 
The Tangled Unity Thread 


In wartime conditions 45 delegates (seven of them women) met on 
October 26, 1944, in the Moscow Evangelical Christian Church to hold a 
unity congress. Congress delegates had traveled to Moscow in military 
transports, hotel accommodation and food was provided by the state, and 
without question the state ensured that the congress would make the proper 
decisions. Nevertheless, participants later recalled the moment with exulta- 
tion. When the crucial vote was taken and the chairman announced that 
unification was a unanimous decision, leading Baptists and Evangelical 
Christians embraced. Many wept openly with joy and broke forth into 
songs and prayers of thanksgiving. What God working through stubborn 
Christians had been unable to do, God working through Stalin had finally 
achieved—the wonder of unity. 


The Long Search for Unity 

Significant unification efforts began only after the revolution of 1905. 
Several new edicts began to permit the evangelical groupings a legal 
existence, Both Baptists and Evangelical Christians introduced statements 
of faith for submission to the authorities.! Concerned that a unified front be 
presented to the government, Ivan Prokhanov and the alliance-oriented 
congregation in Petersburg invited fellow evangelicals to meet to work out a 
joint declaration to the government. This congress, meeting January 15-19, 
1906, at Princess Lieven’s house in St. Petersburg, involved the participation 
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of Evangelical Christians, Baptists, and New Molokans. 

The conference had been fairly amicable until the Baptists vehemently 
rejected a clause which declared that children had the same confession and 
church membership as their parents. All compromise amendments failed 
and the New Molokans who could not regard their children as heathen, as 
did the Baptists, left the meeting. 

A foreign observer, greatly disappointed by the results of the meeting, 
described the participants as sitting in blocs very similar to the left, right, 
and center groupings in the state Duma.? On the right sat Dei Mazaev at 
the head of a forty-man Baptist delegation; on the left were five representa- 
tives from the New Molokans; and in the middle were the Evangelical 
Christians. Although Ivan Kargel was the chairman, Mazaev very quickly 
proceeded to dominate the meeting in a style that reminded a foreign ob- 
server of an Eastern despot. Mazaev announced the Baptist proposals, 
called for a vote, and all the Baptist representatives shot their hands up into 
the air, often raising both hands to make a stronger impression.° 

Swedish missionary Johannes Svensson, who attended this meeting, 
described Mazaev as follows: 


He is tall and stately, the head is bald, the graying beard covers both his 
chest as well as the bottom part of his face. He is a good speaker, adroit 
and clever, and he is Baptist from head to foot.4 


Once the New Molokans had walked out, the character of the conference 
was no longer that of an Allianzkonferenz, according to Svensson, but 
purely a Baptist conference, since anyone having a different opinion from 
Mazaev did not say a word. Svensson went on: 


You felt you were in Russia, where despotism had placed its stamp on 
everyone and everything. He who has the power rules and pays no heed 
to what others feel and think.5 


The historian of the Russian Baptists, Paul Steeves, took a more friendly at- 
titude to Mazaev. He described Mazaev as a skillful administrator who, due 
to his wealth, appeared better able to avoid imprisonment. He was busy or- 
ganizing illegal congresses during the decades when Pobedonostsev was ha- 
rassing the sectarians severely. Steeves also repeated a rumor to the effect 
that in 1905 Dei Mazaev was elected as a delegate to the new state Duma . 
(parliament), but the election was stopped by the authorities because “with 
his mind, Mazaev will also very likely achieve the chair of president of the 
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Duma, and then he will become a minister, and we certainly must not be 
under the influence of the Baptists.” Mazaev, born into a poor Molokan 
family, was baptized in 1885, and in 1887 took over leadership from Johan- 
nes Wieler. He remained president of this gradually developing Baptist 
Union till 1920, except for 1909-11. He died on May 20, 1922, in Siberia, 
though he had lived most of his life in Rostov-on-Don.7 

The other major figure in the unity struggle was Ivan S. Prokhanov 
(1869-1935).8 He was baptized in 1887 and worked with Baptist groups 
initially. Within two years he was in St. Petersburg (Leningrad), where he 
completed an engineering course. After 1901 he worked as engineer for 
Westinghouse and spent evenings and weekends in the many and varied 
church activities which another person would have found possible only as a 
full-time activity. From 1895 to 1898 Prokhanov was abroad studying 
theology at the Baptist Stokes Croft College and the New Congregational 
College in Bristol. However, he graduated from the theological faculty of 
the University of Berlin. He also took in theological lectures at the 
University of Paris, as well as in Hamburg. This not only meant that Prok- 
hanov became fluent in the major world languages but this heterogeneous 
education turned him into a supporter of the Evangelical Alliance. After 
1901 his activities in St. Petersburg were devoted to fostering the develop- 
ment of small evangelical groups, the founding of the Russian Christian 
Youth Movement (where Jacob Zhidkov and Alexander Karev began their 
church careers), involvement in the Raduga press, publication of the journal 
Khristianin, and finally in 1909 the founding of the Evangelical Christian 
Union. 

If Dei Mazaev was the unquestioned leader of the Baptists, Ivan Prok- 
hanov was by 1909 the unchallenged leader of the Evangelical Christians. 
Especially during the period 1906-1909 Prokhanov had great visions of a 
union embracing all Russian Protestants through which he hoped to effect a 
Reformation in Russia. In his repeated calls for union during this period he 
ignored dogmatic differences by leaving them to the jurisdiction of local 
congregations and instead called for unity on essentials and freedom on 
secondary issues. This was the approach of the Evangelical Alliance move- 
ment in Western Europe also.® 

But the New Molokans walked out of the 1907 conference due to irre- 
concilable differences with the Baptists on the baptism question. They were 
a smal] group of several hundred living on the Lower Volga who had been 
spiritually renewed through the preaching of Jacob Deliakov. Deliakov, of 
Presbyterian origin, emphasized child baptism. The New Molokans had 
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taken the name “ Evangelical Christians.” !° Other groupings, including Prok- 
hanov’s own Evangelical Christian Union, thereafter failed to gain as broad 
support nationally as he had hoped so that by 1911 he had to recognize that 
outside of the Baptists, there remained no realistic possible partners for the 
Evangelical Christians. Unity must therefore be sought with that union now 
dominant in Russian Protestantism, namely the Russian Baptists. Gradually, 
therefore, Prokhanov and his associates were forced to capitulate to Baptist 
demands in the hope of attaining unity. 

Baptists on the other hand played the passive role in the unity attempt. 
In 1911, one of their leaders, S. P. Stepanov, had stated at a Baptist 
congress: “The Evangelical Christians have now accepted the Baptist 
teaching concerning elders, which not long before they had rejected as 
unacceptable. In any case, it is not necessary for us to go to them.’ Other 
Baptists shared this view, regarding themselves as the older union because 
they claimed 1884 as their official founding date whereas Evangelical Chris- 
tians had only formalized their union in 1909.12 

The Baptist viewpoint was that there had been one union but that a 
split-away group under Prokhanov’s leadership later formed a competing 
union and immediately tried to claim equal rank with the former by propos- 
ing a union of the two bodies. Striving toward unity existed from the begin- 
ning but unity as expressed through a council structure was a newer 
phenomenon, where both sides were just beginning to organize. 
Confessions of faith were approved in 1906 and 1909 for Baptists and Evan- 
gelical Christians respectively, and a full constitution was approved only in 
1910 for each of the two respective groups. 

No progress was made in unity for a decade. From 1909 to 1911 the 
jockeying for leadership of the Baptist Union between Dei Mazaev 
representing the “closed communion” Baptists and Vasili Pavlov of the 
more open wing prevented full participation of the Baptists in unity talks. '3 
After 1911 political reaction meant new harassment of the evangelicals so 
that no national congress by either union was possible till the Revolution of 
1917. Hence, neither union could get official endorsement from its 
membership on the unity issue. Following the February Revolution the 
Evangelical Christians again took the initiative. At their congress in 1917 
they invited Baptist representatives to be present. A unity resolution was 
adopted in the presence of five Baptists, all of the latter representing the 
open Baptists. At an Evangelical Christian congress in 1919, with two 
Baptists present, a unity committee was set up. This unity committee met in 
January 1920 and named a ten-member All-Union Council consisting of 
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five Evangelical Christians and five Baptists."4 A joint journal called Bratskii 
Soiuz (Fraternal Union) was actually started. Later in the year both unions 
held congresses which intended to approve this union and it was hoped that 
the second half of the Evangelical Christian congress would become a 
union congress. The Baptists at their congress approved the decisions. But 
the strong Siberian and Far Eastern departments were not represented and 
so the congress was subsequently challenged as unrepresentative.'5 The 
joint congress scheduled for the following year (1921) could not be held due 
to the imprisonment of Prokhanov and possibly to other state interference. 

At the January 1920 meeting of the ten-man committee to plan the 
unity conference, participants encountered numerous difficulties. The Civil 
War provided its tensions, the weather was cold, the building was insuffi- 
ciently heated, it was difficult to obtain transportation to Petrograd, and a 
number of participants failed to obtain travel permission from the state. Of 
those who managed to attend, only two were not Petrograd residents, and 
one of them, Baptist leader P. V. Pavlov, managed to get to Petrograd only 
on the third day of the meetings. The historian of the Evangelical Chris- 
tians, Wilhelm Kahle, remarked: “Such working conditions and the 
absence or late arrival of participants . . . are important factors in answering 
the question why unity negotiations took so long, and why they had to be 
begun anew so often, why points which had been settled by a small circle of 
participants re-emerged as points of discussion for others.” ! 


Why Unity Failed 

Unity was almost achieved in 1920 but failed for several reasons. In ad- 
dition to the fact that Prokhanov’s imprisonment in Tver hindered the 
planned unity congress in 1921, the Baptists suffered from internal conflicts 
since Mazaev supporters had circulated a letter in June 1921 which stated 
that in the south there were unions of Baptists who wanted nothing to do 
with the Baptist leadership in Moscow.!7 Prokhanov had made public the 
details of the union agreement in the new union newspaper that was 
launched, but some Baptists objected to this because the agreement still 
lacked official approval from the respective unions. Other Baptists felt that 
the points of the agreement gave Evangelical Christians the advantages. In 
any case, both in this agreement and in subsequent contracts regulating a 
Bible school and the coordination of relief work, the two groups displayed 
considerable distrust of each other. 

The reasons why earlier unity efforts failed helps to explain the nature 
of the union that emerged in 1944. Three theological issues were regularly 
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discussed and appeared again as separate points in the 1944 act of union. 
These were the disagreements on baptism, communion, and the ordination 
and significance of the clerical office. Very early the Evangelical Christians, 
due especially to Prokhanov’s Baptist origins, came to accept believer 's bap- 
tism. But there was less agreement on the laying on of hands on new church 
members, Communion must be administered by an ordained presbyter, ac- 
cording to the Baptists, whereas the Evangelical Christians placed little em- 
phasis on the clerical office. 9 

Although the articulated differences were theological, it becomes 
evident that the greatest worry of the Baptists, an apprehension far more 
important than the differing viewpoints on the ordinances, was their 
concern for church discipline. Repeatedly in their discussions they asked for 
clarifications of the status of those persons who had been excommunicated 
from their church and who had been accepted as members in the Evangel- 
ical Christian Union. Frequently the excommunication or voluntary depar- 
ture from the Baptist Union reflected a rejection of the strict regulations 
enforced by the Baptists. From the Baptist point of view it was clear that 
their Baptist understanding and practice was biblical, and that they had a 
greater claim to biblical truth than any other church body. A committed 
Baptist could not conceive of any other reason for rejecting Baptist distinc- 
tives than willful disobedience of the commands of Jesus. Therefore, renun- 
ciation of Baptist distinctives was apostasy and with apostates no fellowship 
could be possible.2° This became the insoluble question since given the fluid 
nature of evangelicalism in the twenties, there had been considerable 
membership migration. The Evangelical Christians were prepared from 
henceforth to recognize each other's disciplinary measures, but did not wish 
to make the measure retroactive. It was in this area that the greatest distrust 
between the two bodies became evident, each apparently competing for 
members. 

But the leading participants also made unity difficult. Jacob Zhidkov 
later remarked that as young believers they had been very embarrassed by 
the rabid polemics of Dei Mazaev in the Baptist newspaper between 1909 
and 1912.2! Others felt that from the very start Ivan Prokhanov, who had 
had no following, had developed a record by taking over the church in St. 
Petersburg, then trying to swallow up nearby Baptist churches, and 
wherever he went inviting the disaffected to make common cause with him. 
Thereby, they felt, he hoped to achieve a large union which lacked any doc- 
trinal coherence, but which he would lead and direct for his ends. Outside 
observers regard this as unjust but do recognize that Prokhanov’s powerful 
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personality brought him as many enemies as friends, thus limiting his 
suitability as leader of the union.22 Prokhanov’s attempt to compromise with 
the Baptists by accepting their emphases was misinterpreted. Even his deci- 
sion in 1924 to be ordained was understood as evidence of lack of scruples 
rather than as a peace offering.” 

Conflict within Baptist ranks continued and was never really solved. 
The conflict between Mazaev and Pavlov flared up again in the 1920s. Not 
only was it the difference between practicing open and closed communion 
or a personality conflict between two strong personalities, it also became a 
conflict on the question of military service. In the early 1920s the so-called 
“new” Baptists favoring conscientious objection, an alignment roughly 
identical with the more open Baptists, were in the majority. State in- 
terference finally enabled the “old” Baptists to gain the upper hand in the 
leadership.4 


The Decision to Unite 

Considering the protracted struggle to unite Evangelical Christians 
and Baptists, the unity congress that took place in October 1944 appears de- 
ceptively placid. That was because all problematic issues had been settled in 
advance. By whom they were settled is not entirely clear. According to the 
published record, two Baptist spokesmen, N. A. Levindanto and M. L 
Goliaev, had formally requested the Evangelical Christian Union to look 
after their Baptist congregations. But Levindanto was in prison. Secret 
police officials visited him and another leading Baptist, F. G. Patkovskii, in 
the prison and informed them that churches would be reopened and that 
Baptist and Evangelical Christian congregations were to be united. Levin- 
danto and Patkovskii were to be released to help lead the unification. These 
men were only too glad to hear that churches would be opened again so 
they set about their part of the task immediately.* Who took the first initia- 
tive therefore remains shrouded in mystery. Perhaps Goliaev was following 
a suggestion from his father, the last Baptist president who died in Tashkent 
in 1942. Clearly there had been no possibility to obtain authorization from 
the church membership, but by 1942 war patriotism hinted at a potential 
role for the evangelicals. 

At least a number of former church officials were quick to respond 
positively to the apparent gestures of goodwill. Presumably they were in no 
position to bargain for legal protection or to resist measures that in the early 
1920s they would have been unwilling to undertake. The state was not only 
rewarding good patriots for helping win the war; friendly gestures to the re- 
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ligious bodies also helped the Soviet state war propaganda. The creation of 
the patriarchate and the establishment of an evangelical union improved 
the Soviet image in the Western world. In addition, both the Orthodox 
Church and the evangelical union now actively engaged in war propaganda 
through letters to their fellow believers abroad. Without doubt, their most 
important contribution was to assist in the pacification of the newly an- 
nexed border areas. 

One of the first acts at the unity congress was to send a telegram to 
Joseph Stalin, chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars, in apprecia- 
tion for making possible the satisfaction of the religious needs of believers. 
On the second day of the congress a five-man delegation was sent to Polian- 
skii, chairman of the Council for the Affairs of Religious Cults, to thank him 
for that council’s assistance in making the congress possible. All the reports 
on the congress maintained a positive tone. Clearly, no one dared.to resist 
even if the official statements might not have been wholeheartedly en- 
dorsed by everyone. ; 

The 1944 unity congress remains to the present day somewhat of a 
mystery and a point of controversy. Summaries of the activities including 
verbatim rendering of major decisions were printed in the first issue of Brat- 
skti Vestnik that began appearing in 1945. The congress itself is openly 
presented, but it is the preparations for the congress and the decisions 
which had obviously been taken by a smaller group earlier that have never 
been discussed openly. The second issue of Bratskii Vestnik reads like a 
concerted attempt to try to prove the authority of the unity congress, An 
opening article, unsigned, developed six arguments to prove the authority 
of the congress: (1) The decisions on unity were based on the commands 
and prayers of the Lord Jesus Christ. (2) The congress simply confirmed 
what had been agreed upon at earlier congresses. (3) The persons gathered 
at the congress were the oldest and most experienced workers at present 
from both denominations. In this connection the writer noted that all 45 
members of the congress were already members of churches before 1917 
and then listed those persons participating in a succession of unity 
conferences who were also present in 1944. (4) All the decisions were unani- 
mous. (5) The conference received greetings and expressions of good wishes 
from Drs. Rushbrooke and Lewis of the Baptist World Alliance and Dr. 
Johnson from the Evangelical Christians in America. (6) The authority of 
the conference also rested on the fact that the central state organ, Izvestiia, 
printed a brief report about it on November 10. These arguments, quite ob- 
viously, were needed to offset the fundamental weakness of the congress, 
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namely, that the participants were not elected representatives of congrega- 
tions or regional unions. This violated the fundamental congregational prin- 
ciple of both unions, although it was in keeping with new state policy 
toward religion which favored negotiations with a centralized leadership.” 

The 1944 congress simply approved what had been agreed upon in 
1942. ‘There exists a curious letter in translation in the Washington office of 
the Baptist World Alliance that helps both to illuminate and to obscure 
what happened. Addressed to Dr. J. H. Rushbrooke, president, and signed 
by Jacob Zhidkov and Alexander Karev, the opening sentence reads: We 
are sending you a second answer to your letter of January 24, 1942.”27 This 
second letter, dated February 12, 1948, finally arrived in London February 
16, 1944, fully a year later! The letter informed Rushbrooke about the crea- 
tion of a union of Evangelical Christians and Baptists and with its executive 
organ the All-Union Council domiciled in Moscow. Zhidkov reported that 
five persons from the Evangelical Christians and five from the Baptists had 
been delegated into the All-Union Council. President of the council was 
Jacob Zhidkov and the secretary was Alexander V. Karev. “As soon.as cir- 
cumstances permit we intend to call a general All-Union conference of 
Evangelical Christians and Baptists, where the final fusion of the two orga- 
nizations into one union is to be accomplished.” 

Apparently by February 1948, ten persons had agreed on the nature of 
the union, had identified the president and secretary, and had left the 
choice of name up to the local congregations. Levindanto’s report to the 
1944 congress differs slightly by failing to mention the president and 
secretary and listing only a nine-member council; one of them, L A. 
Goliaev, had died in September 1942.%8 The letter to Rushbrooke men- 
tioned Urstein as the fifth Evangelical Christian representative, but this in- 
dividual was not mentioned in 1944 and is unknown from earlier Evange- 
lical Christian history. 


Unity Congress Participants 

Without question, the recipients of the Bratskii Vestnik report would 
look closely at the list of congress participants before deciding to consider it 
a legitimate congress. Such an examination of participants required not only 
noting who was present, but also asking who was missing and why. A total 
of 45 persons attended.2® There were 21 Moscow representatives; seven of 
these were women. The next largest delegation came from the Ukraine; 
these numbered 11. In addition there were three from Novosibirsk, one 
from Kuibyshev (Levindanto), one from Leningrad, two from White 
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Russia, and several others from the Russian Federation. A subsequent 
report on the congress ® claimed that representatives from Arkhangel’sk 
and from the Caucasus had also been present but these are not listed among 
the official 45, although it is easily possible that delegates came from prison 
camps in these areas but were officially listed as representing their former 
home church. 

Out of the 45 delegates, 28 were Evangelical Christians and 19 were 
Baptists. This imbalance should not necessarily call the competence of the 
congress into question. If there were 112 times as many Baptists as Evangel- 
ical Christians in 1907, by the 1930s there were three times as many Evan- 
gelical Christians as Baptists.3! In addition, it was the Evangelical Christian 
Union that had managed to maintain a form of existence including contact. 
with congregations so that it was in a better position to invite its local 
leaders to the congress. The seven women present were there because they 
were the ones who had signed appeals to Christian women to help the war 
effort with bandages and similar necessities. But a further reason was that - 
hereby the wife of the longtime Baptist president Mazaev could lend her 
prestige to the congress by her presence. Another woman, A. I. Mozgova, 
had served as secretary for the last Baptist president, Odintsov.” 

A much more interesting question is to ask who was missing. That is, 
who were the last members of the councils of the two unions before their 
dissolution? Had they not been invited or were they no longer living? Of 
the nine members elected at the last Evangelical Christian congress in 1926, 
only two, Jacob Zhidkov and Alexander Karev, were present. Three had 
died (Ivan Prokhanov, Ivan Kargel, and G. N. Piiparinan, but V. I. Bykov, 
V. A. Dumbrovksii, and P. S. Kapolygin remain unaccounted for. All three 
had been in the upper echelons of leadership since the Revolution and may 
have died for reasons of age. The other absentee, Prokhanov’s brother-in- 
law N. A. Kazakov, later resumed his career as musician and composer for 
the AUCECB.%8 

On the Baptist side, the missing are more difficult to identify. Because 
of the organizational changes during the 1920s, due to the conflict between 
old and new Baptists, it is not fair to ask simply where were the persons 
elected as leaders at the last congress, in 1926. Of these, only Patkovskii was 
now present and some claim that he therefore provided the tenuous link to 
the earlier Baptist Union.*4 The last elected president, N. V. Odintsov, had 
died in prison in 1938 as had also the last elected secretary, Pavel Ivanov- 
Klyshnikov, who failed to return from a ten-year sentence imposed in 
1932.95 Council member P. V. Datsko died in 1941 as did also alternate V. S. 
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Stepanov. The old Baptists with state aid had managed to oust the new 
Baptists, and the latter’s two key leaders from 1920 through 1926, P. V. 
Pavlov and Michael Timoshenko, were also missing. The former had died 
in prison in 1938; the latter was not yet released in 1944. But of the four 
Baptists elected to the All-Union Council, three of them (Malin, Levin- 
danto, and Goliaev), had all served at the All-Union level before 1926.%6 
That the Soviet prison-death system had swallowed up so many key leaders 
must have placed a pall on the proceedings, but the claim that the most 
experienced representative leaders were present appears to be true. Al- 
though Michael Orlov and A. L. Andreev, who had remained at liberty 
through the most difficult years, are not named as members of the 1926 
Evangelical Christian council, still they, together with Zhidkov, had long 
worked with Prokhanov on tasks which indicated Prokhanov’s deep trust in 
them.®7 

There was, however, a major disconcerting factor. Were the par- 
ticipants free agents, or were they forced to consent to policies dictated by 
the state? Was it possible that these earlier heroes including all the new 
council members had been broken by their prison experience? Were Orlov 
and Andreev to be trusted? This watchful distrust of the leaders by the 
rank and file remains and still plagues the leadership of today. 


Nature of Union Achieved 

After the usual opening formalities, the congress heard speeches on the 
work of the union during, the war given by Michael Orlov, a speech by 
Zhidkov on the theological ‘foundations for unity, and the history of unity 
attempts by N. A. Levindanto. Then came the great moment when 
secretary Karev read the joint resolution whereby the congress vowed “to 
put fully into the past all former disagreements, and to create out of two 
unions, the Union of Evangelical Christians and the Union of Baptists, one 
union: The Union of Evangelical Christians and Baptists with an All-Union 
Council of Evangelical Christians and Baptists as its leading organ and do- 
miciled in the city of Moscow.’’°° The vote was unanimous and was followed 
by joyful weeping and embracing. Karev then proceeded to read and 


explain the statutes of the new union. This was followed by a communion | 


service. 

In 1920 the unity committee had proposed two alternative forms of 
union, One was a unification (soedinenie) of the two bodies, who would 
probably retain some form of separate identity. The second alternative was 
a complete fusion (slianie) which would henceforth erase all distinctions 
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between Baptists and Evangelical Christians. In 1944 the word “fusion” 
predominated. As long as it was to remain a fusion of Baptists and Evange- 
lical Christians only, complete fusion seemed possible.*° 

As always, the statute for the new union was a careful compromise, but 
in its sections on dogmatic practice it adopted Baptist views with only slight 
modifications. That meant, for example, that all congregations of the union 
“‘as much as possible have ordained presbyters and deacons in accordance 
with the word of God: Titus 1:5; Acts 6:1-6; and I Tim. 3:1.”4! Point 8 of 
the statute further specified that baptism, communion, and marriage must 
be performed by ordained presbyters only. A qualifier, however, allowed 
that if no ordained presbyters were present, these activities could be 
performed by unordained members of the congregation, but only if so 
charged by the congregation. It could not be merely the decision of an indi- 
vidual. On the troublesome point of laying on of hands, the statute declared 
that baptism and marriage performed with or without laying on of hands 
had equal validity. But in order to establish a common practice the statute 
recommended to churches to employ the laying on of hands at baptismal 
and marriage services but to interpret this action as a form of festive prayer 
for blessing. A further liberalizing qualifier suggested that for baptismal 
classes numbering more than two persons, simply raising the hands over the 
assembled candidates while pronouncing a prayer was equivalent to laying 
on of hands. The final point of the statute illustrated how petty the 
disagreements must have been. As a compromise solution, the statute stated 
that the Lord’s Supper could be conducted either by breaking the bread 
into many little pieces or by breaking it into two or three larger pieces’for 
distribution. It further specified that both the bread and the wine were to 
be received by the members standing. Once agreement had been achieved 
on these points of difference, it became easier to assert that whatever 
theological differences there had been, they concerned merely secondary 
matters,” 

Although the word fusion was used heavily, the statute makes clear 
that above all this was a union of two formerly separate unions and that an 
All-Union Council was the leading organ of the union.*® Nothing is said 
about how the All-Union Council members were to be elected, although it 
was obvious that the gathered delegates must now elect an All-Union 
Council. Whether they did so in their capacity as representatives of the 
former unions, or of local congregations, or as private individuals was not 
clarified. Local congregations, formerly existing separately, now were 
absorbed into one union but were given the freedom to select some version 
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of the name Evangelical Christian and Baptists. 

The new statute was also quite loose in specifying the organizational 
structure. The size of the All-Union Council was not indicated, but initially 
eight were elected, four Evangelical Christians and four Baptists. The 
statute did specify that the presidium of the council should consist of a 
chairman, two vice-chairmen (Tovarishchi Predsedatelyi), a secretary, and a 
treasurer. 

The following day Goliaev proposed to the assembly that the same 
persons who had served on the temporary council since 1942 should be 
elected to the new council. Goliaev explained that it was desirable to have 
those persons who had already started the work (the majority of whom lived 
in Moscow and were experienced workers) continue in office. Seven 
speakers, according to the stenographic report, then spoke in support of the 
proposed candidates with one of them requesting that all members be or- 
dained. Candidates were then elected unanimously. During a break the 
council met to organize itself and Orlov announced the presidium 
members. Whereas Orlov had been elected as chairman of the congress 
presidium, he informed the members that he had resigned from the post 
and that the new chairman was Jacob Zhidkov and the two vice-chairmen 
were M. I. Goliaev and M. A. Orlov. Elected secretary was Alexander V. 
Karev and treasurer Pavel I. Malin. Although the eight-man council was 
equally divided between Baptists and Evangelical Christians, the presidium 
was dominated by Evangelical Christians. In the next several years it be- 
came apparent that the two Baptists, Goliaev and Malin, were less im- 
portant than the other three.“4 

Although not provided for in the statute, one of the first items of busi- 
ness was to resume the system of plenipotentiaries appointed by the council 
with responsibilities to oversee the work in major regions. Therefore, when 
the presidium was elected, the council also appointed the first three pleni- 
potentiaries, naming A. L. Andreev as plenipotentiary for the Ukraine, V. 
N. Chechnev for Belorussia, and N. I. Kornaukhov for the Northern Cau- 
casus.45 All three were Evangelical Christians. Two remaining council 
members of Baptist origin were appointed senior presbyters during the 
following year. F. G. Patkovskii, initially assigned to his home territory, Si- 
beria, later became Andreev’s assistant in the Ukraine and then briefly re- 
placed the deceased Malin as treasurer in 1948 before his own death a few 
months later.#6 Nikolai Levindanto had liked what he saw in the Baltic on 
an earlier visit and asked to be assigned as plenipotentiary for this region 
when the Baltic unions joined the following year.*” 
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Reactions to the Union 

Reactions to the union are hard to assess. How many joined initially is 
unclear but apparently people rejoiced wherever the news spread either 
through letters from: the Moscow headquarters or through visits by the 
leaders. Communication was difficult, but by the beginning of 1946 the All- 
Union Council claimed 50 plenipotentiaries and senior presbyters and 
about 2,000 presbyters.4® By the beginning of 1947 President Zhidkov 
claimed there were more than 3,000 congregations. ® 

It is doubtful that all local congregations were equally conscious of 
joining the All-Union Council. In some areas local congregations of Evan- 
gelical Christians and of Baptists had approved a formal union earlier. In 
Belorussia, Baptists, Evangelical Christians, and Pentecostals were officially 
united on September 4, 1942, and received official approval from the 
German occupation government.®° Baptist participant and later historian 
Waldemar Gutsche saw rather striking parallels between Nazi and Soviet 
religious policy. The Nazi policy included fostering a union of all denomi- 
nations practicing believer’s baptism, holding the leadership responsible for 
all the churches, and forcing Pentecostals to surrender such practices as 
choral prayer and speaking in tongues (glossalalia). These were also the 
policies of the Soviet authorities. 

Major church bodies in the newly annexed areas were persuaded to 
join the union because this was the only realistic way that they could hope 
to continue to exist in an unfriendly state. But for the remnants of the 4,000 
congregations claimed by the Baptists in 1928 and a nearly equivalent 
number of Evangelical Christian congregations, the union meant above all 
that registered churches would become possible again. By and large these 
church members no longer cared about the label; they simply sought places 
where the Word of God was being preached. 

The All-Union leadership made heavy use of the few congratulatory 
letters that had arrived from abroad. Here the communication problem was 
even more difficult. A brief telegram from Moscow dated January 2, 1945, 
was received by Baptist World Alliance president Dr. J. H. Rushbrooke in 
London.*! In forwarding a copy to Dr. Walter Lewis, his colleague in Wash- 
ington, Rushbrooke drew attention to the fact that both signatories, 
Zhidkov and Karev, were Evangelical Christians and expressed doubts 
about “gate-crashing” Evangelical Christians taking over the Baptists, not- 
ing further that they had heard from no Baptists so far. A few weeks later in 
another letter to Lewis, Rushbrooke expressed doubt that the Baptists “as a 
union” had assented to unification. At the end of March 1945 Rushbrooke 
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again shared his doubts with Lewis, since they still had no word directly 
from anyone connected with the former Baptist Union. He also wondered 
“if Goliaev really represents his brethren.”5? Walter Lewis was soon to be- 
come even more skeptical and remarked in a letter of May 81, 1945, that “I 
am not sure that the Baptists are getting a fair deal in the new organiza- 
tion. 53 Further, he felt “that the Russian Government is using this organi- 
zation for propaganda purposes.’’>4 Both men, however, tried hard to renew 
contacts with Moscow, with Rushbrooke offering Baptist World Alliance 
assistance “to help our brothers and sisters through the period of 
emergency.’ ’55 


The Union Expands: Pentecostals 
With the creation of the new Union of Evangelical Christians and 
Baptists, Soviet evangelicals entered upon a three-year era of growth and 
unity. Less than a year later, in August 1945, delegations of Pentecostals, 


Baptists, and Evangelical Christians from Estonia, Latvia, and Belorussia: 


met with the All-Union Council in Moscow. Each delegation met with the 
council separately while the others toured Moscow. The official report 
stressed that all decisions were reached unanimously and the end result was 
that Pentecostals in the entire Soviet Union, plus Baptists and Evangelical 
Christians in the Baltic countries, joined the All-Union Council. At a recep- 
tion given by L. V. Polianskii of the Council for Affairs of Religious Cults 
for the Pentecostal and Latvian Baptist delegations, the delegations 
thanked Polianskii for enabling the delegation to travel to the conference 
and for housing and feeding them during the entire period.5¢ Without ques- 
tion the union of 1944 was much more a voluntary union when compared 
with those who found it necessary to join in 1945. 

In their relatively short history Pentecostals had grown rapidly, often 
at the expense of other evangelicals.’ They too were forced to issue a 
loyalty declaration to the state in 1927, but that did not prevent the severe 
decimation of their leadership a few years later. Voronaev, leader of one 
wing of the Pentecostals with its center in the southern Ukraine, was ar- 
rested, Then the authorities released a statement that he had recanted his 
faith, which was an exaggeration. They finally freed him in 1935 but rear- 
rested him shortly thereafter, and he did not return from prison.58 One So- 
viet writer claimed that Pentecostal leaders had waged anti-Soviet propa- 
ganda against collectivization during the 1930s, “therefore their council was 
dissolved.”5® According to this source, after the war Pentecostal leaders 
began to petition the authorities to reestablish a council and to register con- 
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gregations but were refused. Therefore they turned to the AUCECB. 

Pentecostals differed from Evangelical Christians and Baptists in no 
way on the essentials of the faith but placed a stronger stress on the Holy 
Spirit (sometimes referred to as “the second work of grace’) which gave 
them the strength and power to live a victorious Christian life. Following 
the model in Acts 2, they felt that the proof of the filling with the Holy 
Spirit was evident through speaking a strange tongue (glossalalia) and 
through other gifts of the Spirit, such as healing. This emphasis on 
experiencing the Holy Spirit produced an emotionalism that ‘was particu- 
larly attractive among the lower classes. Baptists, in contrast, relied on a 
more Wesleyan concept of sanctification which involved gradual progress in 
experiencing the fullness of the Holy Spirit but rejecting ecstasy. Baptists 
rejected glossalalia, seeing it as an expression of the Holy Spirit’s presence 
which had been limited to the apostolic church. An additional reason for 
tension between Baptists and Pentecostals on the teaching of the Holy 
Spirit was that extreme Pentecostals went so far as to claim that only persons 
baptized by the Holy Spirit (ie., having spoken in tongues) were truly 
Christians. 

Neither side was eager for the union. Pentecostals had no other legal 
possibility. This explains why the August Agreement, which spelled out the 
terms of union, reads like a Baptist ultimatum. The full terms of the August 
Agreement were not published officially until twelve years later, but the of- 
ficial letter going out to the churches in September 1945 did quote the cru- 
cial points of the agreement concerning glossalalia and foot washing. 

The agreement stated that congregations of Christians of Evangelical 
Faith® (since no official union existed) were united with congregations of 
Evangelical Christians and Baptists into one union. The agreement 
promised that representatives.from the Pentecostals would be included on 
the executive staff. Throughout the subsequent history they were usually 
also represented on the council itself. Persons ordained formerly by the 
Pentecostals were recognized in their spiritual calling; the titles “senior 
presbyter,’ “presbyter, and “deacon” were specified. But on the 
theological differences, a number of points in the agreement forced the 
Pentecostals to agree to abstain from practicing glossalalia in general meet- 
ings. Point 9 of the agreement went so far as to have both sides promise to 
provide an educational program against manifestations of the Holy Spirit 
that might destroy the decency and decorum of the service. In addition, 
Pentecostals were asked not to practice foot washing at the communion 
service and to conduct educational work among its membership to produce 
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a common understanding with the Evangelical Christians and Baptists on 
this question, In short, the conditions for joining the union were to abandon 
all practices that would distinguish them as Pentecostals. 

For the Pentecostals, however, there were also some gains. Above all, 
this paved the way for legal recognition and soon large numbers of their 
churches were registered locally. It also meant that the rivalry among the 
evangelicals would be considerably reduced. 

As with the earlier union, the authority of the union was not based on a 
decision by the membership but simply the promises of a few spokesmen 
who now had to try to persuade their followers to join with Evangelical 
Christians and Baptists locally, Dimitrii Ivanovich Ponomarchuk became 
the Pentecostal representative coopted onto the All-Union Council. Pono- 
marchuk, born in 1892, was well suited for this role since he had served as a 
Baptist preacher before joining the Pentecostals in 1925, advancing rapidly 
in two years to membership on the All-Ukrainian Council of the union. 
Besides becoming an AUCECB member, he was immediately appointed 
assistant senior presbyter for the Ukraine under Andreev, although for a 
while retaining his local church responsibilities in Dneprodzerzhinsk.® 
Another leading representative was I. K. Pan’ko, who was soon appointed 
assistant senior presbyter for Belorussia under the experienced Evangelical 
Christian V. N. Chechnev. S. I. Vashkevich had earlier been a leading 
figure in the Polish Pentecostal Union and it became his task to bring Polish 
Pentecostals now in the Soviet Union into the AUCECB. Vashkevich was 
appointed senior presbyter for Pinskaia Oblast in Belorussia. Both Pan’ko 
and Vashkevich had been trained in the Danzig Bible Institute before the 
war. The fourth person in the delegation, A. I. Bidash, soon became dissatis- 
fied with the union agreement and is to the present day a leader of a large, 
independent, unregistered Pentecostal movement.® 

It has been estimated that about 25,000 Pentecostals joined the 
AUCECB in 1945. This included more than 400 congregations. At the end 
of 1947 Alexander Karev claimed that most of the Pentecostals in the 
Ukraine plus all Pentecostals in Belorussia had joined. 

The disregard of Pentecostal sensitivities in the August Agreement and 
the treatment of Pentecostals locally soon prompted a significant portion to 
leave the union again. I. K. Pan’ko was arrested in 1948 and charged with 
having helped several young preachers to obtain military exemption during 
World War II, Soviet authorities claiming these men were charlatans. He 
received a 25-year sentence for treason which was halved in the amnesty 
program following Stalin’s death. His associate, Vashkevich, managed to 
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emigrate to Poland in 1947, where he is still a leading figure in the United 
Evangelical Church of Poland. That meant that by 1948 only Ponomarchuk 
of the four still worked for the AUCECB. Obviously his influence did not 
suffice because in October 1948 a letter approved at an expanded meeting 
of the council was sent to local churches, urging them to eliminate from 
their church services all noisy manifestations such as choral prayer. 
Another instruction from Zhidkov advised the local ‘presbyter to maintain 
personal control of the entire worship service including assigning who 
would pray in order to stop noise and disorder. 

Shortly before this a brief’six-line announcement appeared in Bratskii 
Vestnik stating that on April 2, 1947, an agreement was signed with 
representatives of another group of Pentecostals who called themselves 
Evangelical Christians in the Spirit of the Apostles. N. P. Smorodin, the 
leader of this group, together with N. I. Shishkov and E. M. Prudnikov, 
signed the agreement. 

This agreement had four points. First of all, the three representatives 
accepted the August Agreement in full and promised to abide by it. But the 
second and longest point clarified the issue on which the Evangelical Chris- 
tians in the Spirit of the Apostles (or Smorodintsy) were unique, namely in 
their rejection of the Trinity in favor of “Jesus only.” Point 2 of the 
agreement affirmed that to baptize in the name of “Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit,” or to baptize “in the name of the Lord Jesus,” were validly based in 
Scripture and had equal force. But in future the Smorodintsy promised to 
use the AUCECB formula: “Father, Son, and Holy Spirit.” The other two 
points involved promises not to engage in any activity that would reflect 
negatively on the teaching and order of the AUCECB but rather to be fully 
subordinate to it. 

Smorodin and many of his followers left the union a short time later, 
Perhaps that explains why the details of the agreement were not published 
in 1976. It is doubtful that this brief unification was voluntary in the first 
place, 


The Union Expands: Baltic Evangelicals 
From the AUCECB point of view, the incorporation of Baltic evangel- 
icals was a much more desirable achievement of the August 1945 meeting. 
Doctrinally, they were in fundamental agreement and the Baltic evangel- 
icals were able to enrich the AUCECB because a large number of their 
leaders had obtained high-quality theological education before the war. 
The first believer's baptism in the Baltic took place in 1860. In Latvia 
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the Baptists developed a strong organization with their own publications, 
seminary, and charitable enterprises. As small countries, both Latvia and 
Estonia had little chance of survival in the competition between Hitler and 
Stalin. The countries were again occupied by the Soviet Union in 1989 and 
initial purges were carried out, including persecution of Baptists.7° In 1940 
A. L. Andreev called on the Latvian Baptists, who greeted him with suspi- 
cious questions. They were surprised a short time later to receive a letter 
from Andreev to the effect that the union in Moscow had considered their 
application to join the union and had accepted them. The Latvians had 
made no such request and were doubly puzzled since Andreev had not even 
talked about the subject during his visit. They simply ignored the letter. 
After the second Soviet “liberation” of Latvia, the approaches were less 
crude and once the union had been achieved, leading individuals began to 
develop an appreciation of each other even if national differences 
remained,7! 

The AUCECB met with the Estonian and Latvian delegations 
separately. The official report emphasized that the discussion had focused 
on points of clarification but that there had been no differences. The result 
was that Evangelical Christian and Baptist churches in Estonia, Latvia, and 
Lithuania joined the AUCECB “and were fused with it into one family and 
one brotherhood.” Structurally this meant that the AUCECB was 
expanded from eight to twelve persons, thereby allowing for one Pente- 
costal representative, one from Latvia and one from Estonia. The op- 
portunity was also utilized to add Ilia G. Ivanov, who was simply identified 
as a permanent co-worker in Moscow, to the council.”8 In addition, the All- 
Union Council decided to appoint N. A. Levindanto as AUCECB pleni- 
potentiary for the Baltic region with permanent residence in Riga. Levin- 
danto acted as organizer and made sure that churches adhered to the AU- 
CECB statutes. ; 

The Baltic evangelicals had had no choice but to accept the offer of 
union. Since then they have tried to make the best of it. Since the Latvian 
and Estonian languages are not spoken in Moscow (even Levindanto was 
limited to a translator), Baltic evangelicals sought to maintain friendly rela- 
tions with Moscow and with Levindanto, yet attempted to pursue.a path 
locally which was more to their liking. In Estonia Johannes Lipstok, a 
highly respected leader, became the senior presbyter and managed to main- 
tain the respect of the AUCECB leadership, as well as Baptists from abroad 
who met him. Several key Latvian leaders had emigrated during the war 
but. Professor Johannes Ris declared that he was prepared to meet the So- 
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viets. He refused to accept responsibilities as senior presbyter for the re- 
public, however. Several different persons filled the office in short suc- 
cession, and it was a decade before stability was established.”4 

Less significant though adding color to the AUCECB was the assimila- 
tion of several other groups. Thanks to the efforts of Il’ia Ivanov, 88 evangel- 
ical churches in Moldavia numbering 3,086 members were absorbed into 
the union.”> Karev and Andreev undertook a visit to Transcarpathia in the 
southwestern Ukraine. When they set out on their trip they had not one 
single address of believers in the oblast. Gradually they found various 
churches belonging either to the Hungarian- and Ruthenian-speaking 
Baptists or to another group not quite as large called Free Christians. 

After visiting a large number of congregations, they held a conference 
of Free Christians on February 22, 1946, followed by a conference of 
Baptists on February 28 and finally a joint conference on February 24. The 
Free Christians represented by 48 ministers agreed to unite with the 
AUCECB and promised “to conduct baptism of believers in all their con- 
gregations as well as communion . . .” and to register their congregations in 
accordance with existing Soviet law.7* Thirty-six preachers representing 
Transcarpathian Baptists agreed to unite with the AUCECB and with the 
Free Christians and to register their congregations according to the require- 
ments of Soviet law. ; 

At the joint conference a senior presbyter for the oblast was elected, as 
well .as two assistants. The senior presbyter was a Baptist, his assistant 
represented the Free Christians, and the second assistant represented the 
Ruthenian-speaking Baptists.”’ On their return Karev and Andreev could 
report that 81 churches representing about 2,200 members had been added 
to the union. Free Christians needed more coaxing on a second visit two 
years later but generally speaking they were absorbed into the union.” 

No separate recognition was made of the Polish Church of Christ, 71 
of whose 85 congregations found themselves in Soviet territory after the 
war. These were absorbed automatically into the AUCECB in 1944.7 As 
late as the 1920s the German Baptists based in South Russia and Volhynia 
had played an influential role and felt themselves distinct from the Russian 
and Ukrainian Baptists because their church life was more orderly, 8° 
German Baptists had disappeared from the Ukraine, as well as from 
Volhynia, and were treated as non-persons till 1956 when the Germans fi- 
nally received identity papers. German Baptists then joined existing Russian 
churches and any separate influence they were to exert on the AUCECB 
came in concert with the Mennonites in the 1960s. 
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Had Unity Been Achieved? 

A year after the Moscow unity conference the little connective word 
“and” was dropped from the title so that the name of the union was the All- 
Union Council of Evangelical Christians-Baptists to be abbreviated as 
AUCECB.8! What had been achieved? Had unity finally taken place? A 
longtime Evangelical Christian leader, I. I. Motorin, noted that some might 
feel “that the unity accomplished meant the loss of inner spiritual freedom 
for the churches.”’®? Motorin vigorously denied this, feeling that the 
churches had not been deprived of spiritual freedom. He stressed that 
“without spiritual freedom true unity is impossible.’”’8? Local presbyters 
were constantly admonished from Moscow to strive to realize the unity that 
had been proclaimed. 

Clearly a modus vivendi had been achieved with the government, but 
quite clearly, too, the state was playing a very dominant role. Registrations 
of churches were undertaken in large numbers. These churches had to 
agree to the excessive restrictions of the 1929 law on cults. Fortunately for 
many, the content of the law was not generally known; the authorities, in 
fact, deliberately withheld the details so they were not fully conscious of 
what they might have promised. 

Initially there was a wide-scale positive response to the AUCECB. 
Here was the possibility to obtain legal recognition. Any such possibility 
following the long years of closed churches seemed welcome. The sermons 
of the leaders such as Karev, Orlov, and Zhidkov produced trust because of 
their spiritual content and tone. Leading Baptists were less active, except for 
Levindanto, who came to be appreciated in the Baltic. Additional men of 
authority such as I, I. Motorin and M. D. Timoshenko wrote articles for 
Bratskii Vestnik, even if the state appeared not to permit them any major 
post. 

It was in maintaining unity over a longer period that the flaws in the 
agreement became evident. At a major extended session of the council in 
October 1948 a new statute for the AUCECB was approved.* This had 44 
clauses and elaborated the structural organization of the union, specifying 
the duties of senior presbyter, presbyter, and so forth. Copies were sent out 
to the churches, but a complete version of the statute was never made 
public. Zhidkov in his cover letter explaining the new statute stated that the 
congregations had full liberty and he wished to exercise no coercion. But 
then he went on to state in unmistakably coercive terms that those who did 
not accept this new statute approved by the union had no right to remain as 
Evangelical Christians-Baptists.® 
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The wave of success was ebbing by 1949. There had been many 
church registrations, many baptisms—almost too many—so that Zhidkov 
urged that the candidates be given a longer proving period,8* and the tone 
of Bratskii Vestnik was surprisingly open and optimistic. Yet by 1949 many 
Pentecostals had left the union and the union itself appeared to be in diffi- 
culty with the state. From 1949 to 1952 no issues of the journal appeared, 
When it reappeared no explanation was given for the gap. All that was 


evident was that now peace seemed officially to be the major concern of the 
union. 
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an ibid A year later on July 26, 1946, Lewis wrote to us beookes Lae 
lenty of evidence that there has been no real change of policy of the ee as to [i 
ligious liberty. There has been a little relaxation in some things, but t ae . z i 
much persecution of religion in many parts of Russia with the fu pantie hs : e . 
viet Government. When I refer to such matters I usually hold re abou nine 
tenths of what I know, simply dropping a hint to those who are a i ent noes ) 
draw inferences from facts. I love the Russian people, and I would like to see rem 
free from their communist rulers. I think it is our duty to help the ean aor e » 
win their freedom, even as it was our duty to help the Germans and Italians to yn 
their freedom from their masters. I have no intention of carrying a any open pro e 
ganda against the Soviet Government, but I do not wish to make t pss hiagiy a 
T believe what they say when they put out their propaganda about freedom of wo 

ip in Russia.” 
ae 55, Ibid. Rushbrooke to AUCECB, May 7, 1945. 
45, p. 15. ere 

a7 Allg fed ae on Soviet Pentecostals is not very satisfactory. ea ni 
passages in Durasoff’s work, see also his Pentecost Behind the Iron brea “ : ), 
which’ is partisan. Major Soviet treatments are V. Te. Soldatenko, Piati ‘ ie 4 
(Donetsk, 1972); A. T. Moskalenko, Piatidesiatniki (Moscow, rial and ane 
Koltsov, Kto takie Piatidesiatniki (Moscow, Znania, 1965). For the “he i prougn 
treatment see Michael Rowe, “The Pentecostal Movement in Seder 7 is 
torical and Social Survey,” PhD dissertation being completed for Glasgow 
yee Daiolt The Russian Frain’ p. 82, based on interview with son Paul. 

. 5, from Cosmos Translations summary. 
eo ee ee The text of the agreement was printed in BV, 4/57, p. 36. 


Durasoff argued that in 1954 “Bratskii Vestnik altered part of the Agreement of . 


i ing the stipulation that no Pentecostal members could exercise the 
ieee Daal peisueclon upon their fellow members. This was rgsates oe a 
major condition of the August Agreement, despite its a, ou ue ee 
placed the proviso to abstain from footwashing which was originally state = ae 
(p. 143). Durasoff’s point appears to be overstated, since points and : : be 
published agreement which commit both sides to educational — poesia e 
costal phenomena were already quoted in 1945. That amounts to t es ning = 
prohibition against proselytization. For an English translation of the Augu 
PO Ee a easel (Christians of Evangelical Faith) was the of- 
ficial name for the Voronaev Pentecostals. Since this was very ae ° pene 
ical Christians,” Zhidkov haeeaiae that they were already included in the name fo 
ion (BV, 2/46, p. 12). 
or Be cea in BV, 1/47, pp. 61-63; cf. 3/45, p. 16; 1/46, p. 56; 2/46, 
pp. 27 and 53; a p. nee 
et BY B/4B 88; cf. BV, 4/46, pp. 16 and 39. Of the 30 nee tone: in 
Dnepropetrovs Oblast visited by Melnikov, 16 were Pentecostal and cs re a 
formal statement of union with the AUCECB was si ned. BV, 6/47, sy 6, ee 
report on a trip made by Andreev and Mitskevich to the cen : tale : 
strengthen relations with Pentecostals and to speak with leaders ae : a Re 
I'chuk, who were stalling on joining the union. In Rovno Oblast, 10: us : Bee 
gregations were newly joined Pentecostals; in L’vov Oblast it was 32 of 56; in 
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Ternopol Oblast 60 of 80 congregations. 

65. Durasoff, pp. 122-23. 

66. BV, 1/49, pp. 33-46, 

67. Durasoff, pp. 142 and 160, 

68. BV, 2/47, p. 62; ECB Kalendar 1976, p. 57; the Smorodintsy are still listed 
at present as an illegal sect; cf. A. Sediulin, Zadonodatel’ stvo o religioznykh kul’ takh 
(Moscow, 1974), p. 27. os 

69. On August 15, 1860, sixteen Latvians were baptized in Memel. During the 
night of September 9, 1861, their leader, Adam Gertner, baptized 72 newly 

converted Latvians in a little stream located in Latvia itself (BV, 2/48, p. 61). 

70. Boris Meissner, Die Sowjetunion, die baltischen Staaten und das Volker- 
recht (Cologne, 1956). Lewis and Rushbrooke of the BWA exchanged information 
about such persecution, which they had obtained from refugees, 

71. I am indebted to Adolphs Klaupiks for some of this information. Karev, in 
reflecting on a visit, remarked on the differin temperaments caused by nationality 
and character: ““We Russians are ardent an fervent, the Latvians and Estonians 
more peaceful and sober-minded” (BV, 1/46, p. 38). 

72. BV, 3/45, p. 18. Representing the Estonians were J. K. Lipstok, O. Tiark, 
Laks and Nurk; from the Latvians: K. Latseklis, Ia. Ris, Papeliuk, Andreenko and 
Petrov; Apanasenok from Lithuania. Also present for these union meetings were 
four men from Belorussia (Chechnev, Shatura, Minailo, and Alemseev) plus the 
Pentecostals Ponomarchuk and Bidash from the Ukraine. 

73, BV, 1/46, p. 56. I. I. Motorin, longtime Ukrainian Evangelical Christian 
leader but now merely identified as a “longtime Evangelical Christian Baptist 
worker” was appointed at this time as director for publishing activities of the 
AUCECB. As of August 1945 the AUCECB members were: Ia. 1. Zhidkov, M. 1. 
Goliaev, M. A. Orlov, N. A. Levindanto, A. V. Karev, F. G. Patkovskii. A. L, 
Andreev, P. I. Malin, L. G. Ivanov, D. 1. Ponomarchuk, J. Lipstok, and K. Latseklis. 
The latter four were “coopted,” it was stated. 

74, Lipstok remained senior presbyter of Estonia till his death in 1963. The. 
series of senior presbyters for Latvia were K. Latseklis, 1945-46; A. M. Korp, 1946- 
48; Redlich, 1948-53; Khuns, 1953-61. 

75. BV, 3/46. 

76. BV, 2/46, p. 41. The Svobodnye Khristiane (Free Christians) were found 
primarily among the Ruthenians in Transcarpathia and were the second largest sect 
in the area next to the Baptists. Andreev and Karev noted that their special teachin 
had been brought to them from the USA by their present leader Petr Semeriovick 
and was heavily influenced by the journal Light of Prophecy, founded by the former 
Swedish Adventist Dr. Lee. According to Karev and Andreev, “This journal 
preached against water baptism, against communion, against special prayer houses, 
against salaried presbyters and preachers, against celebratin Chilstmaas ‘Easter, and 
other such religious holidays, against pictures and similar epictions, against birth- 
day parties, against musical instruments, against registration of congregations or 
churches with authorities and so forth” (pp. 32-38). : 

77. Evgenii Evgen’evich Stumpf was elected senior presbyter, Petr 
Semenovich was the assistant senior presbyter with responsibilities for the Free 
Christians, and Dondor, the assistant senior presbyter for the Ruthenian Baptist‘con- 
gregations. Stumpf, age 43, was a Magyar. His father had started the Baptist move- 
ment in Hungarian-speaking Transcarpathia in 1900. Stumpf began his ministry in 
1923; 1924-26 he studied at the Baptist seminary in Budapest and in 1928 com- 
pleted the course at the Baptist seminary in Prague. Stumpf's wife was an American 
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missionary, a Moody Bible Institute graduate (ibid., p. 82). 
. BV, 3/48, pp. 49-56. ; 
ls eee May 4, 1977 with aed oe (Warsaw), one of three 
f Tserkvyi Khristov (Church of Christ). ; 
ary Kahle, a 69, ce that German Baptists separated from Russian and 
Ukrainian Baptists in 1890 cites a Russian named Stefanovich that “The German is a 
man of, strict order, the Russian tends toward disorderliness. Misunderstandings 
grew out of national character differences.” Cf. pp. 114-115. 
81. BV, 2/46, p. 12. 
82. ne p. 22. 
. Ibid. 

a BV, 5/48, p. 37. The following issue (p. 67) merely stated that the con- 
gregatioris would be receiving a copy of the organizational structure and also certain 
Alive forconducting the work of the Lord. 


. BY, 1/49, p. 21. . 
a BV, ae . 6. Later in the year he stated: “Better a small group, but true 


followers of Christ, than a large congregation, but such on whom we cannot 
depend” (5/48, p. 4). 











You can pray freely 
but just so God alone can hear. 
—Tanya Khodkevich 
(She received a 10-year sentence for these 
verses.) Gulag |, p. 37 


God not only established but also strengthened the Soviet 
state. As a result the Soviet land became the chief of all 
freedom-loving peoples in its unceasing struggle for peace, 
for social and political justice. 


—Jacob Zhidkovin BV, 6/47. p. 6 


4 Preaching and Peace: The 
Christian ina Communist Country 


“The Soviet Union is a country that has systematically denied all 
liberties to its citizens. How can a Christian wish to live there?” Is this not 
the unspoken assumption of the average Westerner who has heard about 
Stalin’s purges, the persecution of Christians, and the tough treatment of 
Soviet dissenters today? The average Westerner may not remember the 
details, but the idea that Soviet citizens are not free seems to have taken root. 

Well aware of this attitude, Soviet authorities regularly proclaim that 
the Soviet Union is a land of freedom. They even insist that it is the freest 
country in the world. Repeatedly they claim that “our legislation on re- 
ligious cults is the most humane and democratic in the world.”! 

Official Soviet claims can readily be dismissed as propaganda, but 
similar assertions by Soviet churchmen are more disconcerting. Jacob 
Zhidkov, like his Orthodox colleagues, sought to give the impression that 
they were enjoying full religious liberty. In 1947, for example, he stated that 
“Evangelical Christian-Baptists have full freedom, not only for their divine 
services but also to conduct the necessary activities embracing all aspects of 
our religious life.” Persons from abroad who circulated rumors to the 
contrary, he warned, were saying things about which they knew nothing 
and God would judge them. 
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Soviet evangelicals who had no rights or freedoms under tsarism ex- 
pected great things from the Soviet regime. One of the Soviet governments 
first decrees separated the churches from the state. No longer would the Or- 
thodox Church receive unfair advantages as the state religion. Now evangel- 
icals could meet for worship freely; the first decade of the Soviet regime 
proved to be their golden age of expansion. 

But after 1929, Soviet evangelicals experienced equally with other reli- 
gions the state’s antireligious attitude. Once the Stalinist terror passed and 
loyal churches were rewarded with renewed tolerance, the churchmen with 
their uncritical affirmations exaggerated the extent of the limited freedoms 
granted, But these limited freedoms may well have meant as much to them 
as full freedom in a relaxed society. 

Separation of church from state had been a concern of the evangelical 
free churches for centuries. During the Reformation the Anabaptists had 


emphasized that the state had no business in internal church affairs. By 


contrast, the Soviet state was more anxious to prevent the church from in- 
terfering in state affairs. At first the similarity in the language of “separa- 
tion” encouraged the evangelicals to anticipate religious freedom. As the 
difference in emphasis became apparent, evangelicals were compelled to 
examine the situation more critically. 

At its last general conference in 1925, the Mennonite church submit- 
ted an eight-point memorandum to the state outlining what it regarded as 
the minimal requirements for religious freedom. The Mennonites said the 
state should interfere neither with church meetings nor in discussion groups 
for adults and children. It should not hinder the acquisition of Bibles and 
the conduction of Bible courses. Further, they requested the state not to 
restrict church societies, choirs, the erection of new church buildings, and 
the operation of orphanages. The Mennonites also argued that the schools 
should have a non-ideological emphasis where neither religion nor atheism 
would be fostered. Most serious was their request for exemption from 
military service and training in order to engage in useful alternative service. 

Although the memorandum could be regarded as distinctly Men- 
nonite, it is an accurate summary of what all evangelicals expected in a land 
of religious freedom; even the pacifist clause reflected broad evangelical 
sentiments. State officials rejected the memorandum immediately— 
probably more friendly treatment than that received by the Evangelical 
Christians and the Baptists. Both of the latter movements were forced to 
issue declarations of loyalty and officially reject pacifism against the wishes 
of their membership. 
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The state followed up these loyalty declarations with unprecedented 
pressures that produced a more: inward-looking, less socially active church 
leadership. The surviving evangelicals gradually came to accept restricting 
freedom of religion to the freedom to practice the rituals inside a church. 
This was the orientation of Jacob Zhidkov, the leading spokesman after the 
war. When he summarized their history in 1947, he concluded that “our 
goal must be to use the possibility for freedom of religious confession as 
given [italics mine] to preach the good news of the gospel” and to strive for 
the prosperity of the motherland.’ This is still the main orientation, 
Zhidkov’s son Michael has repeatedly claimed freedom of religion and re- 
jects protests to the contrary in the West; in his view the cause of liberty is 
pete served by making use of every favorable opportunity granted by the 
state. . 

Since both state legislation and the inner orientation of Soviet evangel- 
icals leads to apoliticism and lack of social involvement, a survey of evangel- 
ical religious practice will help illuminate the role of evangelicals in Soviet 
society. 


Evangelical Religious Practice 

Evangelical religious practice revolves around the worship services. 
Throughout the postwar period visitors have invariably described them 
with wonder. Especially older worshipers, hoping for a seat, begin to arrive 
long before the service starts. When the service begins, there isn’t even 
standing room left. 

The worship service begins with congregational singing which slowly 
gathers force, always maintaining a distinctive Slavic melancholy, Then 
follow three or more sermons, interspersed with singing from the choir and 
congregation. Services also begin and end with public prayer sessions in 
which usually three members from the congregation pray audibly while 
others whisper their prayers. The prayers revolve around personal praise 
and thankfulness, and there is much weeping. 

A worship service lasts two hours but, because of the variety in the 
program, passes more quickly than one might expect. Few of the sermons 
last more than 15 minutes, and they are usually delivered with emotional 
fervor. There is a heavy emphasis on singing. The Moscow choir, for 
instance, sings five times in a service.? Some of the women may participate 
by reciting poetry, a much-loved cultural expression. 

In all evangelical congregations, whether Baptist, Mennonite, or 
Pentecostal, the sermon is the basic part of the service. AUCECB president 
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Zhidkov emphasized that the purpose of preaching is to strengthen the 
believers in faith, hope, and love, and to complete their understanding of 
the Lord.® That is, the sermons should be exegetical, didactic, and exhorta- 
tive. Although these are the commonly acknowledged goals of preaching, 
evangelicals are accustomed to emphasizing that the first goal of preaching 
should be to produce conversions—an evangelistic sermon. No doubt be- 
cause of the “condition of the times,’ Zhidkov discouraged evangelistic 
preaching, arguing that “‘it is our fundamental task to instruct those already 
believing.”® He also criticized preachers who favored the prophets and the 
Book of Revelation, which involved problematic interpretations. Putting it 
positively, he stated: “We may preach from the entire Scripture, but the 
major subject for sermons in our congregations is the New Testament. ’’!° 

A scholarly study of Soviet evangelical preaching is difficult. Bratskii 
Vestnik is replete with printed sermons which are intended as model ser- 
mons that other preachers should imitate.!! Throughout the years heavy 
emphasis has been put on providing homiletical guidelines for sermon 
preparation and to provide background information that the presbyters 
would find useful. Such information included a survey of the Bible, a sum- 
mary statement of evangelical doctrine, and commentaries on books of the 
Bible usually printed as sermon outlines. Alexander Karev in particular 
gained a reputation not only by his outstanding preaching but by reprinting 
large numbers of his sermon outlines in the journal. This concern for the 
needs of the preachers also'confirms that the average preaching in the con- 
gregations was of a different caliber than that fostered in Bratskii Vestnik. 

One Soviet sociologist, Iarygin, was able to analyze 800 sermons de- 
livered in Baptist churches in the Northern Caucasus in the middle sixties. 
Since he had read the sermons, presumably he had access to reports submit- 
ted by the watchdog assigned to monitor church activity. Although 
tendentious, this study provides some interesting information. In spite of 
Zhidkov’s cautions and the much more explicit discouragement of evangel- 
istic preaching contained in the 1960 Letter of Instruction to senior 
presbyters,!8 Iarygin found that more than 70 percent of all sermons were 
devoted to the theme of salvation. According to his classifications, 60 
percent of the sermons were edificatory or exegetical. Another 25 to 30 
percent dealt with religious-ethical themes. Approximately 8 percent of the 
sermons were apologetic in nature, seeking to defend the faith against 
scientific criticism. Another 5 percent were devoted to the burning ques- 
tions of the day, such as the problem of war and peace. The obvious conclu- 
sion one must draw is that the bulk of the preaching was inward-oriented, 





Preaching and Peace 109 


seeking to meet spiritual needs of believers and above all to respond to the 
spiritual needs of the seekers. 

On an average, Soviet evangelicals meet for worship at least twice on 
Sunday and three times during the week. In addition, some of the members 
are involved in choir and instrumental music practice, the degree of activity 
depending on how much local officials allow. Unregistered congregations 
such as the Reform Baptists and Pentecostals are usually more resolute in 
maintaining these additional church functions, including special children’s 
activity. Members’ meetings are held at least annually; in unregistered con- 
gregations they can be as frequent as monthly. In addition, there are 
regular meetings of the preaching corps. In an article on preaching 
Zhidkov cited Paragraph 38 of the AUCECB statute of 1948 which stated: 


(a) In addition to the presbyters and deacons, also individual 
brothers and sisters who have the gift and can edify the church are 
permitted to preach in the congregations; 


(b) Those members with preaching ability who are encouraged 
by the presbyter and church council to serve the congregation constitute 
the regular contingent of preachers for the given congregation. 4 


Zhidkov also noted that these preachers must be members of the congrega- 
tion, although it is unclear whether the statute itself clearly specified this 
provision. 

As is traditional in evangelical circles, one midweek meeting is devoted 
to Bible study. Mennonite congregations in the Soviet Union, as well as 
Reform Baptists, maintain this practice. AUCECB churches vary in their 
practice, often substituting a preaching service in order to avoid divisive 
argumentation. Technically, a Bible study circle is illegal. Usual procedure 
at a Bible study is to study a book of the Bible systematically—verse by 
verse. Each participant takes his turn reading one of the verses and is ex- 
pected to explain its meaning. Other participants may then contribute their 
ideas. The leader, usually the presbyter, concludes with a corrective sum- 
mary. 

Some churches attempted to conduct Bible study but were robbed of 
the blessing when too many participants insisted they alone had the right 
interpretation. This need to agree on a correct interpretation reminds one of 
the tendency in Soviet society to have a single party line on every issue. In 
one resourceful church the ministers began meeting the night before Bible 
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study to discuss the Scripture passage. A uniform interpretation is ein 
upon, and the following evening the sre au turns exegeting ea 
according to a prearranged plan. 
erent ee cannot imagine a religious gathering cate inte 
and singing. The birth of a baby, a wedding, even a funera - ane 
panied by singing, Conferences and congresses are ase e ] ae 
singing. For me, the reverberations of more than 1,000 male oa bee 
praise remains one of the unforgettable experiences of the 197 
peer cis the Soviet evangelical repertoire of songs is as ee 
and broad. It is limited in a literal sense in that printed music is : ea - 
scarce as are Bibles. Usually the leader of the service lines out : e tex 0 
each verse before the rest of the congregation, lacking unre s, are in 
the singing. Many members, however, know great numbers o are dias 
memory. One of the functions of the choir is to teach new songs to the co 
Sais hymnals were produced for the early Russian ac 
movement. One hymnal, Gusli, attained wide popularity as it —~ 
with each edition until it was finally included in a larger . pen : 
Spiritual Songs containing more than 1,200 songs. eLaerneae a ‘ 
been composed by Prokhanov and the remainder were cule 
German and English gospel songs. As a result, Soviet evangelical ae i 
became a mixture of the typical songs produced by Senet ate 2 s 
and songs having a distinctly Slavic character. By 1947, President Zhi “i 
acknowledged that all the published collections of hymns sek seat : 
was necessary to issue a new hymnal. They hoped to provi oS 
gregation with several copies of this new hymnal and ee — ae 
ing the printing in 1948, provided the problem of the paper shor rae : 
resolved. Permission to publish the hymnal finally came in ae ioe é : 
following year the Sbornik Dukhoonykh Pesni (Collection : ‘in = 
Songs) first appeared, This is ae pareuns onion hymnal, althoug 
ations have no more than a few copies. 
tia rer did not remain the only composer. The AUCECB ath 
claim to a number of composers such as Sheve, Kazakov, and Mote i 
from the inter-war period, as well as others such as N. 1. Vysotskii, ° a : 
sisty, Kazimirski, I. M. Skirdy, S. I. Voevody, and V. M. Kreiman. a 
Alexandrovich Kazakov (1899-1973), Prokhanov’s brother-in-law, provi 
words and music for 65 hymns printed between 1924 and 1928. "2 
1950s and 1960s he was again active in Leningrad, providing music for the 
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more demanding choirs that were developing. His Christmas oratorio was 
performed for the first time in 1969. He had also written a cantata based on 
Psalm 41,18 
Another influential musician was Nikolai Ivanovich Vysotskii, who was 
deliberately transferred from region to region in order to foster music. From 
1951 to 1953 he led the choir in the large Kiev church and used it as a labo- 
ratory to try out the hymns of the new composers emerging among the 
Baptist brotherhood. By reporting on this activity in Bratskii Vestnik, he 
sought to stimulate the work of other composers. His article contained a 
request to all composers to produce melodies in the national church spirit 
with the national motifs and to send them to the AUCECB.!9 Many songs, 
including many written by Christians in prison, circulate in manuscript 
form only.2° 
More recently, the Moscow choir, under the able direction of Leonid 
Tkachenko, has become well known. Tkachenko has played a significant 
role by teaching choral conducting to other choir leaders in the Union and 
has also made known the compositions of the Leningrad choir leader.2! 
Gabriel Pavlenko enlivened the 1974 congress with a dramatic 
presentation spelling out a detailed program of music education in the 
church. Music, he said, is the second pulpit in our churches and “the lives of 
those who serve this second pulpit must be holy and spiritual.”22 Pavlenko 
called for a section in Bratskii Vestnik devoted to music education, This 
began appearing in 1978. His recommendation that courses on vocal theory 
and singing be incorporated into the Bible correspondence program was 
carried out several years later. Pavlenko, whose rolling bass voice and 
charisma were a significant contribution to the cause of Baptist music, was 
accidentally killed in a traffic accident in 1977,25 but there appear to be suf- 
ficient persons to carry his vision forward. Vysotskii’s latest article on church 
music reveals great musical breadth. Better than any other statement, it 
shows how strongly the “second pulpit” advocates are concerned to 
produce deep feelings of reverence and to avoid the secular,4 
In evangelical religious practice, fellowship is emphasized next to 
preaching and singing. The average evangelical knows no social life besides 
the church. The leadership has regularly tried to encourage local members 
to become involved in the cultural and social activities of their community 
but with little success.%5 For the typical Soviet evangelical, church is his life 
and the fellowship with other believers is his support in a largely unfriendly 
world. This in part explains the importance attached to the short session of 
greetings at the end of each service. , 
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“Rodina” —Evangelicals and Society 

Personal predilection, state policy toward believers, and the general 
isolation of Soviet society account for the deep apoliticism of Soviet evangel- 
icals, Believers are encouraged to vote but in the Soviet Union ae 
even less personal accountability than in the West. Because of their et y 
developed sense of conflict between church and state goals, local ia io 
carefully avoid political subjects lest this occasion closure of the c ae 
Soviet evangelicals have also been influenced by the fatalist, other-wor P 
social orientation of Russian orthodoxy. The Christian socialism of the early 
Soviet evangelicals has long ago faded into a dim memory. i 

Still it must be emphasized that the major reason for the evangelicals 
undeveloped social conscience is that the state wishes it so. In his last “Con- 
versation,” Father Dudko raised the question: 


Why not use the sincere donations of believers for good deeds? hei 
can’t the church create a temperance society, for example, Waa wou i 
do something useful like curing drunks? Or organize a home for t fas 
or for children abandoned by their parents? Or, finally, she could me ly 
help the sick and the needy, or set up a model school where 7 i 
would receive a religiously-oriented education. ... It's probably no 
common knowledge, but the atheists have forbidden the church he carry 
on any charitable activity, and, as a result, she is unable to use her own 
resources for good deeds.?" 


~ The prohibition on charitable activity was introduced in Article 17 of the 


1929 law on cults. Recently the chairman of the Council of Religious Af- 
fairs, V. A. Kuroedoy, stated that the reason for this prohibition was that: 


Such activity is not directly related to the performance of religious ee 
Neither is there any practical need for such activity. Poverty, ae an 

unemployment have long been done away with in the oe ey 
The socialist state undertakes responsibility for social security, for anil ‘ 
ing leisure and recreational facilities for the workers, and for the cultura 


development of the people. 


It is striking that in other socialist countries Christians have sane in 
involving themselves in charitable activity and are recognizing a broa - 
responsibility as church. In the Soviet Union, in contrast, the only oh rat 
church charities are those conducted by the illegal Reform Baptists an 
Pentecostals, and this activity is limited primarily to serving. its avn 
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membership. The one socially responsible role that the Soviet state expects 
from the churches is patriotism, expressed in military service and peace 
propaganda, 

The first of eight points the editors of Bratskii Vestnik listed in 1945 as 
goals for the new journal was that it was to educate the churches in a feeling 
of love toward the motherland and its people. Their patriotic goal was listed 
ahead of the goal to print sermons and spiritual articles, Zhidkov announced 
in his introduction that the word Rodina, or variations thereof, would ap- 
pear frequently on the pages of the journal. He defined Rodina as 


that country where we were born and grew up, where we walked and 
where our fields are spread out; here are our families and the families of 
those close to us; here is our people which we must love especially 
deeply and strongly from the heart and according to the glorious teach- 
ings of our Savior, since Jesus himself loved his people Israel... . In like 
fashion we must have a great love for our country, in order to give to it 
all our strength, our abilities and means, and, if necessary, also our life.29 


A few pages later he defined patriotism as love for the Rodina and argued 
that good Christians must be fervent patriots. “Each Christian must know,” 
he stated, “that God gave him not only a fatherland in heaven, but also a 
motherland on earth.’’®° In order to counter the other-worldly attitudes of 
his co-believers, he then expanded on the rather novel argument that Jesus 
was a fervent patriot because he loved his people the Jews. 

As promised, patriotism and Rodina appeared frequently in Bratskii 
Vestnik, but one article entitled “Khristianin i Rodina” merits special atten- 
tion. This article, printed in 1970, had been presented by the general 
secretary Alexander Karev to the All-Union Congress in 1969, It had 
elicited considerable debate. Negative attitudes toward this paper were re- 
membered by people from the provinces almost a decade later, Perhaps he 
was not a free agent in composing it, but he had misjudged the sentiments 
of the Union membership. As a result of the discussion at the congress, the 
published version was heavily revised with the patriotic language toned 
down, offensive sections omitted and others restated to produce a different 
emphasis,3! 

Karev adopted Zhidkov’s argument that Jesus was a fervent patriot 
and cited Jesus’ instructions to the 70 followers to go to the lost of the House 
of Israel only (Matthew 10:6). The revised version introduced an extended 
discussion which argued that nationalism and Christianity had nothing in 
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common, and “true Christianity cannot be nationalist.” This was followed 
by an extended argument noting that in Christ there is neither Jew nor 
Greek, that Jesus liked to be designated Son of Man because he came to be 
the Savior of all mankind. Christ loved all the people, and “this is also the 
task of all Christians: like their teacher, Christ, to treasure all people, all 
races, and all mankind in their hearts.” 

In 1945 Zhidkov had stressed that one must love one’s country, faults 
and all, and stated specifically that this meant obeying the laws and direc- 
tives of the government. He based his claims on Romans 18 and Jesus’ 
remark in Matthew 22:21 to give to Caesar what was Caesar's. Restating 
this rather baldly in his paper to the congress, Karev affirmed that “Rodina 
is the state and the state powers and laws, and it is also the task of the Chris- 
tian to have a right relationship to the powers.’ This straightforward state- 
ment was retained in the printed copy but some of the significant support- 
ing argumentation was omitted. In arguing that the Christian must give to 
Caesar what is Caesar’s, Karev had noted that in Christ’s time, the cult of 
the emperor had developed in Rome. But, he added, “in time this cult 
passed, and now there are no countries in the world where rulers claim 
divine prerogatives and demand worship.”* Karev’s fellow delegates 
managed to expunge this remark from the published version because, even 
if Soviet rulers did not claim to be God, their ideology insisted on worship- 
ing the god of materialism. 

Another more critical paragraph also not allowed to stand was one in 
which Karev had suggested that, at an unspecified time earlier, Soviet 
Christians had not taken a proper attitude toward the authorities. 

In spite of these revisions, the thrust of the published version still 
focused exclusively on the concern to give to Caesar what was Caesar's, 
with no recognition that this involved deciding what belonged to God and 
what to Caesar. In an eloquent statement, the famed Russian writer Solzhe- 
nitsyn once remarked that the clear intention behind Jesus’ words was to in- 
dicate that “Caesar's concern is not with the most important thing in our 
lives.” He went on to warn that “when Caesar, having exacted what is 
Caesar’s, demands still more insistently that we render unto him what is 
God’s—that is a sacrifice we dare not make!” 

Karev’s paper, in contrast, seemed to indicate entirely uncritical sup- 
port for the state. Once again, where he listed great Soviet achievements as 
having been unequaled elsewhere, the revised version was more restrained. 
By simply inserting or omitting a phrase, AUCECB members affirmed a 
qualified loyalty to the motherland. The printed article even hinted that the 
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Pauline injunction to obedience (Romans 13) was obedience to the state in 
its action for good but that the Evangelical Christian-Baptists did not 
identify all the state’s actions as good. Karev had included the claim that 

in our dearly beloved country there are thousands of places where the 
gospel and the good news of our Lord Jesus Christ is preached unhin- 
dered.”’*6 That claim did not appear in the printed version! 

It is quite likely that Karev was forced to present a paper on this theme 
and it is quite likely that he will have preferred the published version with 
its more restrained “enlightened” patriotism, to use a word employed in 
one 4 suecirsr Even the published version, however, met with exten- 
sive criticism, including specific attacks from the Reform Bapti ion. 
Bratskii Listok (4/1975), their leaders charged that in avers allie nell 
love for the homeland in practice amounted to the necessity of observing 
the legislation on the cults.” For the Reform Baptists, patriotism included 
recognition and respect of the government, as well as loyalty toward the 
state but rejection of all its attempts to interfere in church affairs. Georgi 
Vins, general secretary of the Reform Baptists, was as eloquent as Karev in 
his patriotism. In February 1968 he wrote from a labor camp that “most of 
all I love my people—the soul of Russia! Your grim history, so full of suffer- 
ing, is close to my heart... . You need Christ, my homeland, and especially 
today. .. .”87 On another evening he wrote, 


All sleeps in peace. Only the sentry 
Stands on the watchtower guarding the camps. 
But I cannot sleep at the midnight hour; 
Iam thinking of my beloved Ukraine: 


As far as the Soviet government was concerned, Soviet evangelicals 
would prove how patriotic they were by serving in the armed forces 
President Zhidkov had stated the official AUCECB position back in 1945: 

Serving the motherland means,” he affirmed, “that the Christian 
honorably bears military service. In this question two opinions are impossi- 


ble. A Christian who loves his motherland must defend it with weapons in 
his hands,’ 


Evangelical Pacifism 
Pro-military statements like Zhidkov’s have succeeded in creating the 
impression that Soviet evangelicals are not pacifists, Actually in the early 
1920s more than 50 percent of the evangelicals were pacifists. 
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Zhidkov claimed that the influence of the Tolstoyans on some indi- 
viduals in Evangelical and Baptist ranks had prompted them to protest 
against the imperialist war and in a few cases against military service in 
general. The influence and its impact was much broader. In South Russia 
and the Caucasus one could point to the influence of Mennonites and 
Molokans who rejected military service. The war-weariness after World 
War I and the Civil War also accounted for the rise of pacifism, but it is also 
possible that pacifist convictions developed among evangelicals simply 
through the influence of the Bible. In any case, by 1920 pacifism appeared 
to be the dominant position in the Baptist and Evangelical Christian 
unions.“° During the war, 837 persons had refused to accept military 
service; 870 of them were Evangelical Christians and Baptists.4! At the 
union congress held in 1920, they passed the following statement: 


Considering ... the participation of Evangelical Christians and Baptists 
in the shedding of human blood under every state system as a crime 
against conscience and the exact teaching and spirit of the Holy Scrip- 
tures, and likewise recognizing for Evangelical Christians and Baptists as 
impossible both the bearing of arms, the making of such for military pur- 
poses in all forms, and also the study of military affairs which would be 
equivalent to direct participation in the shedding of blood, ... to 
consider it to be our sacred obligation openly to refuse military service in 
all its forms. 


In 1919 the Soviet government issued a decree permitting exemption from 
military service for conscience reasons. It is estimated that more than 40,000 
pacifists made use of this exemption.‘ Jacob Zhidkov, for example, was one 
of those serving on the review board and advising Evangelical Christian 
conscientious objectors of their rights.44 As the Soviet state became more 
sure of its power, it began to exert every pressure on the sectarians (includ- 
ing the evangelicals) to renounce pacifism. Denunciation of pacifism be- 
came the litmus test of loyalty to the Soviet state. 


Prokhanov, leader of the Evangelical Christians, published an appeal 


in 1922 calling upon Christians in the entire world to take concrete steps so 
that every Christian would refuse all involvement in war. In 1923 he was 
imprisoned and finally allowed to meet with one of his associates, A. L. 
Andreev, in the Moscow interrogation prison. Andreev, who was personally 
not a convinced pacifist, informed him that the other Evangelical Christian 
leaders had discussed the matter and agreed in principle to recognize the 
Soviet government and to accept military service in it. Prokhanov capitu- 
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lated, and a declaration of loyalty was composed and signed by four Evan- 
gelical Christian leaders. Before the union had a chance to approve the 
statement, the letter was published in Izvestiia, thereby producing 
widespread opposition within Evangelical Christian ranks, The resolution 
passed by the congress meeting in October 1923 accepted military service 
but did leave the manner of service (with weapons, in the medical, or in 
working battalions) up to the personal conscience of each Christian,46 ; 

The Baptist union under the pacifist leadership of Pavel V. Pavlov and 
Michael D. Timoshenko also came under strong pressure. Both unions ap- 
pealed to the Baptist World Alliance, meeting in Stockholm in 1923 
requesting Alliance support through a resolution which would declare the 

refusal by Baptists of all the world to participate in military service in any 
way.” “7 The Baptist World Alliance rejected the proposal, leaving the ques- 
tion of military service to the individual conscience. Upon returning home 
the Russian Baptists sought in vain to gain permission to hold a congress, 
Finally, in December, they were able to assure the authorities that the 
congress would produce the desired result on the military service question. 
The resolution adopted acknowledged that unanimity had not been ob- 
tained but stated: 


_ Recognizing war as the greatest evil and greeting the peaceful 
policy of the Soviet state in its call to the peoples of the world for 
universal disarmament, the congress leaves the determination of its own 
attitude toward the means of fulfilling his military obligation to the indi- 
vidual conscience of each Baptist.48 


Even with this compromise, final acceptance was obtained only after 12 
delegates had been removed from the congress by the secret police. 

During the next three years the military service question was the major 
issue of conflict in both unions, especially among the Baptists. At congresses 
in 1926, both unions were forced to condemn pacifism forthrightly. The 
Baptists split into equal parts and were only able to agree on a resolution 
following a compromise suggestion which involved reaffirmation of the old 
Baptist confession of faith which spoke only vaguely to the military service 
question. At the Evangelical Christian congress the anti-pacifist resolution 
was approved by a majority of those who registered for this vote but the 224 

yes votes were less than half of the 507 delegates registered for the 
congress.5° Both unions lost some members, and there were attempts in 
local regions such as Moscow to form separate evangelical unions.®! 
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A number of unreconstructed pacifists left the Evangelical Christian 
and Baptist churches and joined the Pentecostal churches. But Pentecostals 
were also subjected to heavy pressure and were forced to issue a loyalty 
statement in 1927 and to declare that Pentecostals objecting to military 
service were putting a blot on the relations between the Union of Christians 
of Evangelical Faith (Pentecostals) and the Soviet state. The statement 
noted further that refusal to serve in the Red Army could be based neither 
on the confession of faith of the Pentecostals nor on the gospels.> 

Of all the evangelicals, only the Mennonites did not submit a declara- 
tion of loyalty to the Soviet state.®> Mennonites had had the longest tradi- 
tion of pacifism, having rejected military service under tsarist and Soviet 
regimes alike. Their only lapse (which the Soviets have never forgotten) was 
a L4-year period during the Civil War when a Self-Defense League was 
formed and weapons were used against anarchist bands.* Soon the error of 


this decision was recognized and the membership once again listened to - 


those preachers calling for an unequivocal stand in favor of pacifism. Even 
if no official renunciation of pacifism was forced from the Mennonites, after 
1929 it no longer mattered. After 1929 the arrest of ministers, closure of 
churches, or the direct threat of arrest forced nearly all eligible Mennonites 
to accept military service. 

Forcing Mennonites to serve in the army was the pivotal factor in 
breaking the Mennonite church, according to one prominent Soviet so- 
ciologist. Since pacifism had almost come to be a talisman to distinguish 
Mennonites from other evangelicals, forcing them into submission on this 
matter broke the hold that the Mennonite religion had over its people. 
That claim, however, contained some wishful optimism, since Soviet writ- 
ings of the 1960s still complained that Mennonite preachers were discourag- 
ing young people from doing their duty in the army. Soviet writers com- 
plained that their theology of love undermined the class struggle.*” 

Even if anti-pacifist declarations were wrung from the evangelicals, 
grass-roots sentiment was not as easily eliminated. Following the war, the 


AUCEGB has consciously attempted to rewrite its history by passing over. 


its pacifist period in silence. Zhidkov cited Prokhanov as a supporter of 
military service and claimed that he had remarked: 


Examine the history of religious movements and you will see that those 
religious movements which in their time had dynamism, like the 
Quakers and Mennonites, died out, thanks to the fact that they followed 
the narrow teaching of nonresistance. But in contrast such mighty re- 
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pene movements as the Baptists, Methodists, Presbyterians, and others 
ad a healthy view of the relationship to government; they grew and 
they have a full potential for growth in the future also.58 


To further buttress their position, the AUCECB noted that the pacifist posi- 
tion rested on three Scripture passages: Exodus 20:13; Matthew 26:51-52: 
Matthew 5:39 and 44, But all three passages, the official AUCECB states 
ment claimed, are “concerned exclusively with our personal enemies but b 

no means with the enemies of society or government.”®® To help their ni 
ment, they were able to quote support from Dr. Walter Lewis general 
secretary of the Baptist World Alliance. During the war Lewis had sent 
them a letter lauding the patriotism of American Baptists and had declared 
that one should take up weapons in the battle with the enemy. Lewis’s let- 
ter was read into the minutes of the 1944 unity congress and the military 
sections of the letter were then quoted in a letter sent out to AUCECB 
churches. 

During World War II evangelicals had distinguished themselves at the 
front as loyal soldiers. How many did serve is not known but it was suffi- 
cient to convince the state of their loyalty. Evangelicals, like the Orthodox 
were rewarded with official permission to resume work as a national union 
of churches. 

Throughout the years Baptist leaders have proudly drawn attention to 
the fact that their members served in the war. Zhidkov lost three sons in the 
war. N. T. Tsunenko, full-time worker for Bratskii Vestnik in the 1950s 
returned from the front with four medals. Many other specific illustrations 
can be cited. Michael Orlov, who kept the Evangelical Christian union 
alive during its most difficult period, held patriotic rallies in the Moscow 
church during the war, wrote letters to believers in occupied zones, en- 
couraging them to side with the partisans, and helped to raise money for an 
ambulance plane for the Soviet army.®! 

Compared with the Orthodox Church donating and blessing arm 
tanks, the evangelicals’ donation of an ambulance plane suggests a nee 
restrained militarism, implying perhaps that vestiges of pacifism 
remained. The leaders’ loud affirmations in the postwar period, that 
AUCECB members were fully committed to fighting the enemy with 
weapons, suggest that the leadership was still trying to convince its 
membership. 

The AUCECB still reacts nervously to this question. In 1970 Assistant 
General Secretary Mitskevich found it necessary to reject pacifism rather 
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sharply in a six-page article. The article concluded by quoting the 1926 and 
1927 loyalty statements of the Baptists, Evangelical Christians, and Pente- 
costals, and asserting that this was also the viewpoint of the Mennonites 
who had joined the AUCECB.® When North American Mennonites asked 
about pacifism in 1976, AUCECB spokesmen replied that their union 
considers nonresistance relevant in person-to-person relationships but it has 
nothing to do with politics or the nation. Further, the North Americans 
were advised that “you would be wise not to raise questions that have been 
forgotten.” i 

Although not easily documented, evidence suggests that there is still 
considerable pacifist sentiment at the grass-roots level.® Individual cases of 
conscientious objection have occurred. In recent years the state has 
responded in one of two ways. According to the law, a soldier refusing in- 
duction can be punished with a four-year loss of freedom.® Beginning in 
1976, the Council of Prisoners’ Relatives of the Reform Baptist movement 
officially recognized imprisoned conscientious objectors from its ranks as le- 
gitimately suffering for their faith. Thirteen individuals have been included 
on their prisoner list.67 Many more young people in the Reform Baptist 
union are conscientious objectors who have benefited from a second al- 
ternative state response. By indicating that they are believers, they im- 
mediately become suspicious characters in the eyes of the state and are 
transferred to working brigades where they do not need to bear weapons. In 
fact, as numerous individuals have assured this writer, this is also a 
widespread practice among AUCECB Baptists. 

Pacifism is not yet a majority position in the Christian church in 
general, but in recent years leading theologians have reached broad 
agreement that the thrust of the New Testament message is unquestionably 
pacifist in both a personal and a social sense. Most theologians and 
churchmen, however, argue that the New Testament emphasis is too 
idealistic and opt for a Niebuhrian ethic.® But the Russian Baptist union, 
with its strong claim to reject all modernism and its assertion of an unques- 
tioning commitment to the Bible as the source of truth, should logically re- 
ject the war theology espoused by Zhidkov and Mitskevich. 


The Peace Offensive and the Evangelicals 
If the Second World War resulted in the emergence of the new Soviet 
evangelicals, the Cold War significantly influenced the shape of their 
development. In March 1947 Winston Churchill summed up the Western 
attitude to postwar Soviet foreign policy by declaring that an Iron Curtain 








Preaching and Peace 121 


had descended across the continent. Behind that curtain lay the Soviet 
sphere and all the ancient capitals and states of Central and Eastern Europe 
were coming under increasing control from Moscow. “This is certainly not 
the liberated Europe we fought to build up,” he declared, “nor is it one 
which contains the essentials of permanent peace.”® Simultaneously the 
counsels of the young George F. Kennan gained attention in the American 
State Department, and the Americans announced a policy of “containing” 
the Soviet advance. Similar warlike language from the Cominform spoke of 
two camps: the “imperialist anti-democratic camp” over against the “anti- 
imperialist democratic camp.” Historians are not yet agreed on assigning 
appropriate blame, but it is probably accurate to say that the Cold War 
developed through a chain of actions and reactions reflecting the growing 
distrust that the two camps had of each other. 

The Cold War forced Russian Baptists into isolation inside the Soviet 
camp. They genuinely shared the fearful distrust of the capitalist world with 
its “terrible atomic bomb.” AUCECB leadership had fully expected to at- 
tend the Seventh World Baptist Congress in Copenhagen, Denmark, in 
early August 1947, but, upon receiving copies of the congress program, 
refused to attend. In a letter stating their reasons, they argued that it was 
apparent that the congress would not have a merely spiritual and edifying 
character but also a political one. Many of the topics, such as “Church and 
State,” “The Social and Cultural Responsibilities of Baptists,’ and “The 
United Nations,” would likely produce contradictory viewpoints resulting 
in a purely political discussion and “contribute to unnecessary friction in 
our whole brotherhood.”° The congress had included a statement concern- 
ing relationships with the USSR in which it spoke about “communism as an 
obstacle to world evangelization,””! To this the AUCECB letter replied that 
“Russian Baptists not only do not consider communism an obstacle to evan- 
gelization, but they also share its social-economic principles as not 
contradicting the teachings of our Lord Jesus Christ.““72 In another issue of 
Bratskii Vestnik for 1947, Zhidkov claimed that “the government of our 
country adequately and energetically struggles against all war hawks and is 
conducting a policy of peace.””3 An even more emphatic declaration was 
the claim that “the Soviet land became the chief of all freedom-loving peo- 
ples in its unceasing struggle for peace, for social and political justice.”’”4 

As noted earlier, the situation of the Russian Baptists was closely re- 
lated to the vicissitudes of foreign policy, and by 1949 Bratskii Vestnik had 
to cease publication. Only after the death of Stalin did the journal reappear, 
and its opening salvos revealed that it was to play its role along with the Or- 
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thodox and other religions in fostering Soviet peace propaganda. 

With suitable bombast the opening issue began with a declaration that 
nonparticipation in certain movements in history was equivalent to a crime. 
Examples cited were the struggle for the liberation of Negroes in the United 
States or the struggle against the opium trade in China. In the present day, 
“such a movement is the great movement on behalf of peace. Nonparticipa- 
tion in it is also equivalent to a crime.””5 The opening article then went on 
to assert that: 


When an armaments race began in the U.S.A. and several other coun- 
tries, and the danger of a new world war fell on humanity, and when the 
Soviet Union adopted the holy banner of the struggle for peace, calling 
on all countries ‘and peoples to stand under this banner, Evangelical 
Christian-Baptists of the USSR stood as one man under the banner of 
peace. In th great advance for peace they recognized a truly Christian 
task; not £6 participate in it would be a disgrace for a Christian.76 


Nearly the entire issue was devoted to the peace offensive. 
JUCECB involvement in the peace movement began with the crea- 
tion of a World Peace Council in 1949, an organization controlled and 
sponsored by the Soviet government. It held several well-publicized 
conferences in Paris, Prague, Warsaw, Stockholm, and Vienna. The 
“AUCECB sent delegates to these conferences, as well as to a conference 
called by Patriarch Alexei in Zagorsk. On radio in October 1953 President 
Zhidkov also addressed Baptists in the whole world. In this radio speech he 
stated that: 


We know that there are Baptists, especially in the U.S.A. and England, 
who support the militarists and approve their aggressive actions. We, 
Baptists in the Soviet Union, consider that these Baptists discredit Chris- 
tianity and are unworthy of the Baptist name. The Baptists must be com- 
pletely committed to the great ideals of Christianity: The ideals of 
human brotherhood and peace among nations.”7 


Also in 1953, Walter O. Lewis of the Baptist World Alliance had written a 
letter of reply in response to a packet of declarations and speeches from 
several conferences sent him by the AUCECB. Lewis had stated in his letter 
that the impression he had received in reading the Zagorsk papers was that 
the Soviet government was behind the conference. In his published reply 
Karev asked: 
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Why do you think that those in our country believing in God who truly 
crave peace would not be able to take a personal initiative in such a 
sacred matter and that for such a holy Christian task—to conduct a 
conference of Christian churches and representatives of other religions in 
defence of peace—it must have our government behind it??8 


Karev argued further that the speeches the Baptists had given at the 
conferences had not required permission from the government. Lewis had 
also criticized the absence of any criticism of Soviet peace policy in the 
Baptist statements. To this, Karev replied that: 


Our government truly strives for peace and does everything possible to 
conserve and consolidate peace in the whole world. Why is it necessary 
to criticize our government, if its actions fully correspond to the most 
fervent desires of all our people???‘ 


The AUCECB public statements on behalf of the peace offensive were 
uncritically pro-Soviet but at least have the merit of being less vitriolic than 
those of Metropolitan Nikolai of the Orthodox Church. Nikolai had referred 
to the U.S.A. as: 


. the trans-Atlantic octopus [which] is trying to fasten its greedy 
tentacles around the whole globe.... The trans-Atlantic sirens sing of 
“liberties.” But only a man with a black conscience and a clouded in- 
tellect can say that liberty exists in a country where people are lynched, 
where children are kidnapped, where tear gas bombs are thrown at 
workers . . . liberty to rob, coerce, and slaughter—such is their liberty!89 


All Soviet believers shared a fervent desire for peace. It is probably fair to 
assume, given their lack of access to information about the Soviet Union’s 
own staggering rearmament program,®! that they sincerely believed the So- 
viet peace movement was seeking peace. It is also fair to assume that the So- 
viet government deliberately used Soviet churchmen to help give the Soviet 
Union a better image abroad and to influence their fellow religionists 
abroad to oppose such activities as the American involvement in Korea. But 
the initial propaganda campaign under the auspices of the World Peace 
Council was so transparently pro-Soviet that Western churches and 
Western public opinion rejected the statements with incredulity, 82 

An incident occurring in 1955 illustrates the degree to which Baptist 
activities and success in the peace propaganda campaign determined their 
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freedom to act elsewhere. Western Baptists had sought to demonstrate that 
they too were speaking out on behalf of peace. The first meeting between 
Townley Lord, president of the Baptist World Alliance, and the Russian 
Baptists took place in Sweden when Lord and several others attended a 
small peace conference sponsored by the Quakers. Lord and two British 
Baptist leaders were then invited to visit the Soviet Union in 1954, One 
major purpose of the trip was to invite the AUCECB to send delegates to 
the next world congress to be held in London in 1955. The AUCECB emit- 
ted positive signals, but as the time drew near, the BWA leaders were in- 
formed that, unless they participated in the World Peace Council meeting 
in Helsinki, they could expect no Russian Baptists at the London congress. 
World Baptist leaders found themselves in a dilemma, not simply because 
of the obvious extortion attempt, but also because attendance at such a 
peace conference or even a visit to the Soviet Union might mean loss of sup- 
port from the American constituency. The McCarthy era was not yet his- 
tory. General Secretary Arnold Ohrn stalled by requesting information 
about the conference, about which he had heard nothing. It was finally sug- 
gested that Dr. Williamson, retired missionary to China, whose reputation 
was unimpeachable, might attend as an observer.®* At this World Peace 
Assembly Alexander Karev was elected a member of the World Peace 
Council. He had also been elected a member of the All-Union Congress of 
Peace Supporters which met in Moscow in May 1955.84 

With the collapse of the Soviet-sponsored World Peace Council in the 
later fifties, Baptist involvement in the peace movement remained active 
but more moderate. They were involved from the start with the Christian 
Peace Movement headquartered in Prague. Because of the reputation and 
personality of its president, Czech theologian Jozef Hromadka, the Chris- 


tian Peace Conference (CPC) appeared to have greater integrity, and ~ 


peace-minded Western churchmen and theologians became actively in- 
volved. Throughout its existence, the CPC’s theological commission has 
served as the point where some dialogue between East and West could take 
place. After the Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 led to the un- 
pleasant ouster of Hromadka and his associates, the CPC fell under the 
dominance of the Soviet authorities and Western churchmen broke with 
it.85 Russian Baptists continue to attend CPC assemblies, have been elected 
to the working committee and some of the commissions, but their influence 
has been negligible. 

Russian church involvement in the peace offensive, including Russian 
Baptist involvement, has continued to the present. In the process many 
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words have been said or written, innumerable delegates have been sent 
abroad to conferences, and unknown sums of money have been donated to 
the Soviet Peace Fund. This activity has achieved some positive results, In 
recent years governments from both “camps” have acknowledged the value 
of the role played by nongovernmental organizations (including churches) 
to the causes of human rights, peace, and development.% The many 
seminars have also influenced the thinking of the Russian delegates. 
Through them they were forced to learn about the extent of Soviet defense 
spending and to consider other evidence that Soviet foreign policy is not al- 
ways peaceful. They, like Western participants, are now much more so- 
phisticated in recognizing the complexity of achieving world peace with jus- 
tice. Soviet Baptists earnestly wish for peace and in this sense the leaders 
represent the concerns of the constituency. Yet the motivation for their in- 
volvement remains enigmatic. 

In a posthumous article, Alexander Karev, who as general secretary 
had been the chief activist in the AUCECB peace offensive, identified a 
nine-point peace program they were pursuing. The program was as follows: 


1. All AUCECB churches pray for peace. 

2. To preach sermons from time to time to teach believers the im- 
portance of peace on earth both for the blessing of the kingdom of God and 
for the happiness of mankind. 

__, 3: To devote a special section to peace in Bratskii Vestnik entitled 
Christian Voice in Defense of Peace.” 

4. AUCECB representatives participate in conferences dedicated to 
peace both in the USSR and abroad. 

5. To participate through its representatives in the work of the Soviet 
committee to defend peace. 

6. The AUCECB conducts extensive correspondence with many 
churches in the world, appealing to them for active participation in building 
peace and friendship between nations. 

7. In personal encounters with Christian workers from various coun- 
tries to strive to touch upon the peace questions, as well as other questions. 

8. AUCECB representatives sometimes give addresses on radio on 
peace questions, 

mo Welcoming the peace program adopted by the 12th Baptist World 
Alliance congress in Tokyo, 1970, the AUCEGB will participate zealously in 
carrying it out.87 


This is a broad-scale program involving considerable effort and much 
money. In international religious circles they have gained in respect and 
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even though they, like the Orthodox, have never raised a prophetic voice of 
criticism against the policies of their own government, their arguments for 
peace are acknowledged to have merit. 

Although the public image is that of zealous peace activists, the 
AUCECB leadership has been criticized by its constituency for its heavy 
peace emphasis. At the 1969 congress, for example, this emerged through 
complaints about the pages of Bratskii Vestnik being wasted on uninterest- 
ing communiqués about peace.* Church leaders have acknowledged in 
private conversation that they attended a peace conference because they 
were ordered to and have often expressed concern about how to explain 
their presence to the church members back home who want to trust them 
but wonder. Other evangelicals not in the AUCECB are not involved in the 
peace movement. They have always regarded the peace movement as an 
aspect of Soviet foreign policy and feel that the AUCECB has compromised. 
itself by consorting with all manner of religious and state officials at such 
conferences. 

Actually the role of the Russian Baptists in the peace movement has 
been minimal. It might best be described as passively allowing the Or- 
thodox Church to take the lead, merely demonstrating support with its 
presence. Russian Baptists have had some success by urging Baptists and 
other evangelicals abroad to increase their peace emphasis and to secure 
their attendance at international peace gatherings.®° In the latest Soviet 
propaganda assault, Russian Baptists wrote letters to their Baptist brother, 
President Carter of the United States, urging him in forceful language not 
to order production of the neutron bomb.°*° 

But involvement in the peace movement also has its dangers. Russian 
Baptist contacts with the historic peace churches have increased, forcing a 
new confrontation with the unwelcome subject of pacifism. Many peace 
conferences have also exposed them to a theology of social action that they 
dare not act upon. , 

It is unfortunate that the history of Russian evangelicals’ witness for 
peace has been so contradictory. Peace is a major world concern and must 
be taken seriously. Yet peace without pacifism appears to be a contradic- 
tion, at least according to Anabaptist theology to which the Russian Baptists 
were heavily indebted. Peace without self-criticism of one’s own society and 
government can scarcely be considered genuine. True peace requires ac- 
ijon, especially moral action, and a multiplicity of conferences is a poor sub- 
stitute. Considerations of expediency still’ play a major role in the Soviet 
evangelical peace offensive. Will the foreign churchmen with whom they 
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share these concerns have the courage to maintain a stance of moral in- 
tegrity? 
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The grossest and most widespread admini i 

; i ministrative measures 
that have been taken against believers are the closure of 
prayer houses, refusal to register religious communities ... 
breaking up prayer meetings of believers forcibly with police 
se oad police, arbitrary searches of believers’ homes 

prayer houses, confiscation of religious |i i 

arrests of believers ... x oer 


— Chairman Puzin 
Council for Affairs of Religious Cults 
to Party Workers in RSFSR 
August 5,'1965, in AS 620 


5 Crisis: The Khrushchev Campaign 
_ Against Religion | 


Was it a centenary year? Exactly 100 years earlier, in 1859, a’new era 
in natural science had been ushered in with the publication ‘of Charles 
Darwin's The Origin of Species. Karl Marx’s Critique of Political Economi 
also published in 1859, had resulted in a new political science. The aid 
warfare between science and religion had been joined. Put crassly, the con- 
flict consisted of two philosophies (or was it two faiths?) that differed on 
whether “people eat first and think afterward” or is it the other wa 
around?! Was it now time, a century later, to terminate the war of Ae 
with religion by dealing the latter a mortal blow? Was that what Nikita 
Khrushchev had in mind when he announced the schedule for the ch nge- 
over from socialism to full communism? on 
Soviet churchmen had just begun to convince a surprised Western 
public that the Christian church still existed in the Soviet Union wheni'a 
state onslaught on religion once again threatened the church's ve 
existence. In the first half of 1961 alone, 300 Baptist churches were sibees 
and worried members expressed concern that, if this rate continued all 
their churches would be closed within three years.? Leading Soviet 
churchmen not only continued to travel abroad as Soviet peace ambassa- 
dors but in fact increased their visits, loudly proclaiming a freedom of reli- 
gion that they in fact were in serious danger of losing. Before the major 
campaign ended following Khrushchev’s ouster in 1964, more than half the 
churches of both the Orthodox and the Baptists had been closed and the 
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hodox clergy had been reduced by two thirds. 

oS bee unotficial concordat with Stalin had never been Ge 
firmed by law. The 1929 law that had earlier launched the ee 
persecution wave was still in effect; since 1944 state saree a nares 
ignored its more restrictive features. Church leaders phe aloe a 
this could change at any moment. This accounts for their hig ; su — 
posture, but it damaged their reputation among their own fo cane : 
did not know about the nature of the concessions. The Orthodox rie 
chical structure had been reestablished in violation of the =e . : 
reigning Patriarch Alexei had already recognized in 1927 that mes ss s ‘ 
vival depended on the maintenance of this institutional structure. ns Be 
ical Christian-Baptists, on the other hand, could afford to be more flexi 
Once more they were to demonstrate that their church polity ele 
suited to the Soviet system, and it was above all the Baptists nate is 
second big assault on religion into an embarrassing failure for the state. 


Motivations ; 

Motivations are often more important than the observable policy, _ 

in the best of circumstances the identification of real motivations ae 
remain tentative. Russian and subsequently Soviet leaders a fea . : 
reputation for paranoia. One. seasoned observer noted rat er nea iat 
“The Soviet state is by nature irritable. Any foreign body sets up ini ae 

tolerable itch which sooner or later must be relieved by a ener fe ch. 

Were we to approach our subject simply from the perspective of t e en 
gelicals, then the major motivation might be to scratch out the Baptist i és : 
The Baptists, with their readily comprehensible uae Learcie : 
orientation, determinist strain, apocalyptic and messianic a ea = 

emphasis on a highly committed membership anda nee ine oe 
zation, as well as their historic social consciousness, were put ime 
very similar characteristics to those of the Communist Party ey ee s 
both appealed to a similar psychological type, the ain $ mek 2 

considered serious competition to the party. With its rapi tid - 
membership of one-half million, it was not that much os i an the 
party, which claimed 3.6 percent of the population as members. — 
The campaign, however, was directed against religion ee - 
the evangelicals were not. given any special treatment ae y e srt 
policy was clearly related to the political power struggle that = a 
Stalin’s death. On July 7, 1954, came the first signal. The party = - 
Committee approved a decision to take measures to improve scientifi 





The Khrushchev Campaign Against Religion 133 


atheist propaganda which had fallen into decay.® Although the decision 
remained secret till 1962, there was a sudden flourishing of atheist propa- 
ganda.” But in November 1954 a second Central Committee ‘decision 
signed by Nikita Khrushchev alone condemned all administrative in- 
terference in religious affairs and all propaganda offensive to the feelings of 
believers. Khrushchev apparently signed this decision personally to 
demonstrate that this compromise was not a political setback for him. But 
by 1959, when the real campaign began under the direction of Khrushchev 
and his protegé, L. F. Il'ichev, he no longer needed to compromise with 
Bulganin, Zhukov, and Malenkoy, the earlier proponents of moderation.$ 
Although Stalin’s seventieth birthday celebrations in 1949 had 
amounted to an unprecedented deification of the leadel/foseph Stalin died 
like other mortal men on March 5, 1952. Soviet citizens were deeply moved 
but many were unsure whether to celebrate or to mourn. The leaders in 
government were also unsure what should happen next. The next few years 
came to be known as “The Thaw” because in many areas, especially of 
thought and culture; it seemed as if the freeze was off. Finally at the 
Twentieth Party Congress in 1956 Nikita Khrushchev read a major speech 
lasting seven hours in which he catalogued many of Stalin’s sins and 
‘soundly condemned the cult of personality. This secret speech was leaked to 
an American official soon after and it was published by the American State 
Department. The de-Stalinization reached ‘its peak at the Twenty-second 
Party Congress in October 1961 where the congress resolved to remove 
Stalin’s embalmed body from its place beside Lenin and bury it by the 
Kremlin wall. By then Khrushchev, the new leading ‘spokesman against 
Stalin’s personality cult; was threatening to begin his own personality cult. 
When Stalin died, a ‘collective leadership consisting of Voroshilov, 
Malenkov,  Beria, Molotov, Bulganin, and Kaganovich was announced, 
Nikita Khrushchev only emerged two’ weeks later when he took over 
Malenkov’s post as first secretary of the party, Malenkov retaining his post 
as prime minister. In December 1953, Lavrenti Beria, who had seemed the 
most likely successor to Stalin, was executed, having been removed from 
high office in July. Another change followed in F ebruary 1955 when 
Nikolai A. Bulganin became prime minister, Malenkov being consigned to 
a lesser post. What had seemed to be a triumvirate of Malenkov, Beria, and 
Khrushchev now became a two-man team with Khrushchev holding more 
power as head of the party than Bulganin as head of the state administra- 
tion. Khrushchev finally took over Bulganin’s post as well in March 1958. 
Where Stalin‘had been taciturn, Khrushchev’s ebullient personality assured 
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six years of turbulence before he was put aside by his subordinates, 
Brezhnev and Kosygin. 

Probably even more significant than the power struggle was the a 
ideology played in providing the motivation. Khrushchev has been heavily 
criticized for fostering a personality cult and for acting arbitrarily due to 
personal whim or the dictates of pragmatism: But in the same way that 
Khrushchev’s heavily criticized educational reform and agricultural policy 

‘were due to his attempt to put communist ideology into practice, so an 
. ideological commitment explains the politically unwise attack on religion. 
Beginning in 1958, when Khrushchev was fully in the saddle, there was 
much talk about the necessity to plan for the changeover from socialism to 
communism. Since in simplistic communist ideology religion is defined asa 
remnant of the capitalist past, any full changeover to communism requires a 
final eradication of past vestiges. There are also. striking parallels between 
this attempt to move from socialism.to communism and the attempt by 
Stalin after 1928 to enforce collectivization and. industrialization. In: both 
cases religion served as an unacceptable theological vestige and as a ie 
‘oat, 10 : af : 
a oihee aes factors were probably of lesser importance. Seen in 
the longer history of modernization, the restoration of two state agencies 
meant that the Orthodox church was once again receiving preferential 
treatment. Khrushchev’s religious policy was relatively more. successful 
against the Orthodox church, so that finally, by 1965, a single state agency 
with increased powers could attempt to deal with all religions equally. Still 
another motivation that has been advanced is that during the 1930s many 
Bezbozhniki (workers in the Godless League) had been trained. These were 
said to be chafing under enforced unemployment and inability to have a 
fulfilling career. A new antireligious campaign would give them something 
to do! This was an insignificant factor, since, by. 1964, a major campaign 
had to be launched to train the necessary atheist cadres and in a real: sense 
Soviet antireligious policy continues to stumble due to inadequate man- 


power. 


Vospitanie vs. Administrirovanie 
(Brains vs. Brawn—Very Free Translation) © a 
Communist: ideology assumes the -unalterable advance of history 
toward the dictatorship of a proletariat that is attaining ever-greater 
enlightenment as science progresses. That means that all vestiges of the 
capitalist and religious past are doomed to disappear. But communists have 
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always argued with each other whether this will happen automatically 
through proper education (vospitanie) or whether the process should not be 
given a helpful historical push (administrirovanie). The history of Soviet re- 
ligious policy can be described as a history of vacillation between these two 
methods. Which method became primary depended on which Bolsheviks 
were in power.” Khrushchev had a natural leaning toward administriro- 
vanie, although in the antireligious campaign his spokesmen, as well as he 
himself, repeatedly condemned administrirovanie and urged educational 
methods. As many as eleven different variations on these two general ap- 
proaches can be identified for the Khrushchev campaign against religion. 

An All-Union conference in 1957 of the Znanie society (which had re- 
placed the League of Militant Godless) focused on the subject of scientific 
atheist propaganda. In’ 1959 this society finally launched its long-promised 
monthly, Nauka i religiia (Science and Religion). Two years later ‘ts 
Ukrainian branch launched Voiounyichyi ateist (Militant Atheist). Also in 
1959, the large-scale publication of antireligious books began. By 1962 this 
had increased toa production of 355 titles with a total: circulation of 
5,422,000, twice as much as had been produced in 1980 when antireligious 
propaganda had reached its previous peak. : 

Generally speaking, the propaganda ‘tried to demonstrate the incom- 
patibility between religion and. science and the opposition between com- 
munist and religious morality. But as propaganda, it was characterized 
much more by slander, scandal-mongering about the clergy; and accusa- 
tions of collaboration with the Nazis: Crude propaganda soon strained the 


. credulity of the population in. general, and, shortly before the end of 


Khrushchev’s term, another major strategy session was held, which resulted 
in the announcement of ‘intensified vospitanie-that involved a more 
systematic and scientific.approach to propaganda. 

In 1959, the educational system was forced to introduce an atheist 
world-view into all the subjects taught, and; soon after, all university 
students were required to take exams in scientific atheism." The intensified 
program. also included ‘carefully planned coordinated pure research on 
scientific atheism. Probably most significant, a series of specialist schools— 
one might say seminaries for-atheists—were established, so that these could 
then conduct the increased educational program anticipated. One other 
educational method introduced more systematically in 1968 was a new law 
calling upon parents to educate their children in the spirit of cornmunism. It 
was, in a sense, the ultimate weapon at ‘the level. of vospitanie since. it 
reached right into the family itself. 5 
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Simultaneous with the major propaganda onslaught came the 
administrirovanie. In October 1958 a secret instruction from the Council of 
Ministers ordered the Council for Russian Orthodox Church. Affairs to 
prepare recommendations within the space of six months on how to reduce 
the number of monasteries.'* Before Khrushchev was ousted, over 40 
monasteries had been closed, some of them with the use of physical force.!7 

When the campaign itself got underway. in 1959, the major adminis- 
trative theme was “Leninist legality.” This meant that from now on state 
officials would adhere very closely to the restrictions of the legislation on re- 
ligion, especially the restrictive features of the 1929 law on cults. At a 
bishops’ conference in July 1961, Russian Orthodox Patriarch Alexei 
reported that in April the Council for Russian Orthodox Church Affairs had 
informed them that the Council of Ministers of the USSR had again drawn 
attention to the numerous instances where Soviet legislation on religion was 
being violated. The council ordered the church to take measures to bring its. 
church statutes in line with state legislation on religion.'* The AUCECB 
had apparently been forced to bring its statutes into line with existing law in 
the summer of 1960. By this means the state was able to use the church 
leaders in carrying out its antireligious measures. oe tes 

Soon thereafter the legislation itself was changed. More restrictive 
measures were introduced but these were kept secret, which had the addi- 
tional advantage of allowing local officials to demand even greater restric- 
tions than specified in the new law. Already in 1960, Article 142 was in- 
troduced into the Criminal Code to provide up.to three years’ imprison- 
ment for violation of the law on religion. In July 1962 Article 227 was 

added, which specified up to five years’ prison or exile for persons leading 
others to violate the religious legislation. Once the antireligious course had 
been resumed by Brezhnev and Kozygin, additional clauses of the criminal 
code.were revised, involving greater restrictions and harsher treatment of 
the sectarians in particular. !® Ho Sond 

_ With the secret revision of the fundamental law in 1962, the two coun- 
cils for religious affairs were given greater discretionary power and soon 
both Orthodox and Baptist Samizdat writers complained that these councils 
seemed to be the chief agents in the antireligious campaign. In December 
1965 these two councils were united and given still greater discretionary 
powers, Also after 1966 local.commissions were introduced which had the 
task of supervising religious activity in its minute detail. These commissions 
had the right to submit any violations to the Council for Religious Affairs 
which recommended appropriate measure to the police or courts.”° 





The Khrushchev Campaign Against Religion 137 


Although one can identify such a creative variety of vospitanie: and 
administrirovanie, for those affected, the most striking feature:was the inti- 
mate cooperation of their persecutors: the Council for Religious Affairs, the 
Committee for State Security (KGB), the police, the courts, and the local 
city or county officials. The believers complained about the vospitanie 
method, but they complained much more about the ‘crude administrative 
measures that were used. ph Ae 

In‘a major summary of the first decade, the Reform’ Baptists’ Council 
of Prisoners’ Relatives listed 14 different administrative abuses?!: More than 
500 had been put in prison; numerous congregations had: experienced 
physical force from the authorities; hundreds of children: had been inter- 
rogated; hundreds of children had been.refused entrance into’seconda 
and higher education because their families were believers and they cane 
church; all the leaders and ‘most of the members had been subjected to 
harassment and terrorization; many had lost their jobs ard were then 
prosecuted under the newly introduced parasite laws; large‘ quantities’ of 
literature had been confiscated; houses had been confiscated in Tula, Novo- 
sibirsk, etc.; authorities had. prevented church’ services Bye physical 
transporting believers elsewhere; the old and thie’ sick were kept in nrion, 
contrary: to Soviet legislation; frequent arrests—some persons arrested os 
often as three times in nine years; preventing marriage and funeral sérvices; 
fines for attending an unregistered worship service which by. 1970. totaled 

over 100,000 rubles; and finally, they complairied: that the leaders of the 
Reform Baptist union weré not being permitted to work full time as-cler 
and had therefore been forced into hiding. ° vous ar i 

Since ‘ the illustrative documentation has -become immense. the 
temptation to go into detail is great.: We must restrict ourselves to a brief 
sketch of the eight phases that can be identified so far. 


The Khrushchev Campaign, 1959-1 
Phase I: Leninist Legality, 1959-1961 ik ae pe Mahe 
The campaign began in 1959 with a propaganda barrage and the 
closure of churches: One scholar has argued. that the official: decision was 
probably taken at the party congress meeting from January 29:to Febria 
5, 1959.” Baptist dissidents repeatedly claimed that only one third of ae 
ing Evangelical Christian-Baptist congregations had attained registration by 
then. For the Orthodox more-so than’ for Baptists, it was vital that the priest 
should be able to conduct the liturgy ina: registered building, ‘and this 
therefore became’a chief ‘point of ‘attack initially. By 1966 Gay 7,500 
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churches were left from the 22,000 that had been registered by the Or- 
thodox before the persecution began.” 

Many different arguments were used in order to ensure closure of a 
church. An old Jaw was resurrected, whereby any church which had been 
given its registration by the Nazi occupying forces was declared illegal. This 
affected in particular the churches in the West Ukraine where religion was 
particularly strong. Some churches were closed because they were located 
too close to a school and therefore posed a threat to the school’s freedom 
from religion. Other churches were declared historical monuments which 
must therefore be available for the enjoyment of all citizens, not just believ- 
ers, In other cases, such as the Orthodox Church in Perm, the throngs at- 
tending the worship services hindered normal traffic and therefore the 
church must be closed. Others were demolished to make room for urban 
renewal while still others were condemned because they were in urgent 
need of repair. However, the authorities blocked: the purchase of the 
necessary. materials to repair the church and therefore the believers could 
not meet the legal requirements. Another argument used was that the 
church was not needed any longer because no service had taken place in the 
past few weeks. This break in the regularity of services had been achieved 
by detaining the priest or presbyter for questioning or for observation in a 
mental clinic. 

Once again also, countless believers, especially clergymen, were ar- 
rested, charged with violating the legislation on religion and given prison 
sentences which initially averaged five-year periods. Exact statistics are not 
readily available but the Orthodox clergy had been reduced from 30,000 
before 1959: to only 14,500 in early 1962.25 The Baptists began collecting 
data in 1961, and by 1964 could produce the names of 197 persons in 
prison.6 

When the campaign began, Orthodox leaders attempted a short 
resistance, One feature of the propaganda attack had included the 
confession of apostate priests. In February 1960, the Journal of the Moscow 
Patriarchate announced: the unprecedented fact that the best-known of 
these apostates, Professor Osipov, and four others had been excommuni- 
cated.27 Also on February 16, 1960, Patriarch Alexei (or more likely his 
speech writer Metropolitan Nikolai) attempted a mild protest. Speaking at a 
peace conference in: the Kremlin, he expressed firm support for the Soviet 
peace program but also drew major attention to the fact that the church had 
played a vital role in Russian history. Then toward the end of the speech he 
noted that the church. was being: attacked and denounced and promised 
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firmly that “the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.’”28 Five days later G. 
G. Karpov, chairman of the Council for Russian Orthodox Church Affairs, 
was dismissed for. having cooperated with the church and was replaced by 
V. A. Kuroedov.2° By June 1960, Metropolitan Nikolai himself was forced to 
resign as head of the foreign department, the Moscow vicar Bishop Pimen 
(later patriarch) took over administration of the patriarchate and by Sep- 
tember Nikolai was under house. arrest. On September 13 he died after an 
unexplained illness. 

The much-less-influential Baptist leaders watched these events and ap- 
parently decided that resistance would be futile. During the summer of 
1960, they produced a revision of their church statutes which, they later 
explained, brought it into line with the 1929 legislation on religion. This 
statute was sent to the churches and an accompanying “Letter of Instruc- 
tion” to senior presbyters clearly indicated that this statute was binding 
and advised senior presbyters how it was to be enforced. Until recently only 
excerpts of this letter have been published but the most vital part, quoted 
already in 1966, by atheist scholars, helps to explain why the Baptist 
membership quickly labeled it an “anti-evangelical document.” The letter 
stated, among other things: 


In the past, due to insufficient knowledge of Soviet legislation on cults, 
certain of our congregations ‘have violated it. There have been occasions 
‘of baptizing persons younger than 18 years, giving material aid from the 
congregation’s treasury, holding biblical and other meetings of a spe- 
cialist character, permitting declamations of poetry, there were excur-. 
sions for believing youth, financial accounts for mutual aid were created, 
meetings for preachers and for training choir leaders were held... . All 
this must now be eliminated in our congregations and our activities must 
be conducted in agreement with existing legislation.3! 


The directives that were to evoke the greatest concern were the prohibition 
against children attending services, and the reference to “unhealthy 
missionary tendencies.” As the letter explained, “the chief goal of religious 
services at the present time is not the attraction of new members but satis- 
faction of the spiritual needs of believers.”32  * 

Much of this cautionary advice about caring for the spiritual needs of 
existing believers and avoiding aggressive evangelism had appeared nu- 
merous times earlier in Bratskii Vestnik.% This time, a significant part of the 
membership refused to submit. In the village of Uzlovaia (Tula Oblast) a 
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members’ meeting was held and an initiative group was formed to protest 
the anti-evangelical character of the new statutes. The movement quickly 
spread, and on August 13, 1961, a delegation delivered to the Moscow 
headquarters a letter which condemned the two documents. This Initiative 
Group urged the Baptist leadership to repent, and to call a congress at 
which new statutes and new leadership could be elected. Baptist leaders re- 
plied that it was unthinkable that the authorities would permit a congress; 
they had difficulty enough getting permission to hold council meetings. 
Karev, the general secretary, emphasized then and subsequently, that the 
statutes were based on Soviet legislation which therefore made the statute 
legally binding.* 

Ten days later the Initiative Group, or Initsiativniki as they soon came 
to be known, addressed a letter to all ECB congregations in the Soviet 
Union. With primitive hectograph material, they duplicated the letter and 
succeeded in distributing it broadly. This letter summarized the events and 
made a major appeal to congregations to examine themselves and, if 
necessary, to purge and rededicate themselves to a life of holiness. The 
sanctification theme awakened responsive chords and participants have 
subsequently estimated that approximately half the AUCECB membership 
initially supported the reformers. 

The action group continued to issue statements to the congregations, 
to the USSR Ministry of Internal Affairs, and to the Council for the Affairs 
of Religious Cults. At the end of November, the AUCECB was able to hold 
a conference with 19 senior presbyters in attendance in which the actions of 
the Initsiationiki were the main agenda item. Regrettably, details of this 
meeting have never been made available but the apparent decision was to 
reject the Initsiationiki challenge. But by the end of 1961, it was apparent 
that the sharply restrictive change in the church’s constitution would not be 
accepted by the general membership. In comparison, new Orthodox 
statutes in 1961 were approved with relative ease.*° 


Phase II: Resistance and Toughened Legislation, 1961-62 

Although beginning the campaign by emphasizing literal adherence to 
the law, subsequent research has shown that the function of new legislation 
appeared to be to sanction new policies already in force. Thus, for example, 
in April 1961, the two councils for religious affairs issued an official but 
secret instruction on applying the 1929 legislation on religion. A year and a 
half later, in December 1962, the Supreme Soviet of the RSFSR approved 
revisions in the 1929 legislation which affected more than half of its sixty- 
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four articles. This legislative revision simply confirmed the 1961 instruc- 
tions.9? 

Hereby it became much more difficult to register congregations, For 
example, whereas formerly the signature of a representative had sufficed, 
now all the members of the congregation must sign the registration applica- 
tion. Given the atmosphere of persecution, it should be possible to find one 
coward in each congregation who would thereby veto the request. The 
right to appeal rejection of registration was also dropped. It was now stated 
clearly that registration could be withdrawn for violation of the laws on reli- 
gion. The laws on religion included not only published laws but also the 
secret legislation and also the directives including verbal or telephone 
instructions from the two councils for religious. affairs. In order to 
strengthen the centralized nature of the religious policy, religious affairs 
agencies were given expanded discretionary powers so that local authorities 
could act on registration requests only with the agreement of the central 
councils for religious affairs. 

Although the first Orthodox Samizdat appeared in 1958,38 major 
resistance during the early sixties came from the Reform Baptists. During 
1962 the Samizdat phenomenon expanded. The action group itself sent a 
total of seven letters to state officials in which they repeatedly complained 
about the “terrible illegality’”’ of state religious policy but they received no 
detailed replies.29 The only tangible reply appeared to be increased arrests 
of local Baptist leaders. Thirty persons were arrested in 1961. In 1962 an ad- 
ditional sixty-four arrests brought the total of known prisoners to ninety- 
four. The key Initsiativniki leader, A. F. Prokofiev was himself arrested in 
May 1962, and at his trial in August was sentenced to five years’ imprison- 
ment followed by five years’ exile. This effectively removed him from any 
position of influence for the next ten years.4° One of his key associates, Boris 
Zdorovets, was also sent to prison.4! The reformers remained undaunted, 
and the key leaders now became Gennadi K. Kriuchkov and Georgi P. Vins. 

Realizing that the present AUCECB leadership was in no mood to 
challenge the state, the initiative group called an expanded conference on 
February 25, 1962, and instituted procedures (in accordance with the Soviet 
constitution) to form their own organization. The action group was 
dissolved and an organizing committee (Orgkomitet) elected, which was 
given the task of organizing an All-Union congress of ECB churches. On 
April 22, 1962, the Orgkomitet dispatched a letter to the churches which 
again denounced the anti-church activities of the AUCECB. It called upon 
the AUCECB members to repent within the next two months or else they 
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would be excommunicated. The letter to the churches requested the local 
congregations to submit names of individuals no longer worthy of their of- 
fice because of their cooperation with state authorities and to excommuni- 
cate them locally. Finally, at an expanded conference of the Orgkomitet 
held on June 23, 1962, the so-called “Protocoll No. 7” was approved, which 
announced the excommunication from office and from church membership 
of all AUCECB members as well as individual senior presbyters. The list of 
names totaled twenty-seven persons and the Orgkomitet promised to print 
supplements as the congregations sent in their decisions.4? This marks the 
point at which a schism in the Baptist ranks became irrevocable. 


Phase III: A Differentiated Policy Begins, 1963 

With so many churches closed, by the fourth year of the campaign it 
became ‘evident that administrative measures, though readily measurable, 
had not: reduced religiosity. Now the first indication of a differentiated 
response to the religious groupings appeared. What had been regarded as 
unthinkable in 1960 actually happened in 1963. The AUCECB received 
permission to hold an extended conference of presbyters. Over 200 dele- 
gates arrived, and on the second day of the sessions, someone found the 
courage to propose that the conference be converted into a congress, and 
this was approved. Major business at the congress involved the rejection of 
the 1960 statute which now in retrospect was labeled “merely a proposal,” 
and the adoption of new statutes which went a long way toward incorporat- 
ing the changes proposed by the Orgkomitet. The Initsiativniki, however, 
could only send observers and they subsequently condemned it as a false 
congress.‘ 

Without doubt, AUCEGB leaders had been able to persuade state au- 
thorities to permit revision of the 1960 statutes even though such a revision 
meant that the statute itself would be violating existing law. Obedient 
Baptists would be given some extra-legal concessions in order to make it 
easier for the wavering church member to support the AUCECB. Even if 
the church statute was revised, the fundamental law with its restrictions 
remained in force, and in local instances, superseded the statutes as also 
local AUCECB churchmen were to discover. 

The major conclusion that Khrushchev and his associate Il'ichev seem 
to have drawn from the progress of the campaign so far was that the cam- 
paign should be intensified but made more sophisticated. L. F. Il'ichev had 
headed the party Central Committee department for propaganda and 
agitation for the Union republics from 1958 to 1961. Then he was ap- 


‘remain undamaged.’ In order to attack the ideas the 
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pointed Central Committee secretary for ideological affairs and from 1962 
headed the ideological commission.44 In November 1963 the ideological 
commission held an expanded session at which high-ranking officials from 
the entire propaganda and agitation apparatus attended. Il’ichev delivered 
the major report in which he called for intensification of sad propa 
ganda, 

Although Il ichev’s pep talk seemed to emphasize more noeptiarite 
over against administrirovanie, local officials appeared to get the message 
that believers must be treated more roughly. For example, four members 
from the Kalunda community in Western Siberia were arrested for illegal 
activities in an unregistered congregation and given prison sentences.“° 

One of the men, Nikolai K. Khmara, had been converted only a few 
years. before’ after leading a life of drunkenness. His conversion: had 
transformed him into a model husband, father, and active church worker. 
Two weeks after the trial, his family received word that he had died due te 
illness: Contrary to instructions, the Kalunda believers insisted on opening 
the coffin and found a brutally mutilated body. There were chain marks on 
his arms, scorch marks on his hands and feet, his finger- and toenails had 
beer torn off, and there were gaping. wounds in his abdomen made by a hot 
object. The most revolting part occurred when someone pulled the cotton 
stuffing out of his mouth and discovered that Khmara’s tongue was missing. 
Other prisoners later informed them that Khmara had talked about Christ 
till the end and therefore his captors had torn out his tongue. Khmara had 
also suffered psychological torture, receiving. injections to create’ a per 
sonality change. This brought to five the number of persons who had died 
in’ prison and exile.4” 

Only six weeks later, relatives of ECB prisoners’ met in’ a secret All- 
Union conference and announced the formation of a temporary Couricil of 
Prisoners’ Relatives. At the conference they produced a list of 102 prisoners. 
At their second meeting in July 1964 the list already totaled 197 persons.‘ If 
the state was going to be tougher, Baptist resistance would be stiffer. 


Phase IV: Both Reformers and the State Reewaluate, 1964 

The year 1964 opened’ with ar article in the party's journal Kom- 
munist written by L. F. Wichev, which spelled out a twelve-point program 
for major atheist education. I’ ichev noted that “we have dealt frequent 
blows to those who propagate the ideas of religion, but the ideas: themselves 
miselvés;, he: ari 
nounced. the creation of a’ new Institute of Scientific Atheism: at the 























144 Soviet Evangelicals Since World. War Il 


Academy of Sciences which would have powers to supervise and:coordinate 
all indoctrinational activities. A course in fundamentals of scientific atheism 
became compulsory at all universities, medical schools, agricultural colleges 
and teachers’ colleges starting’ in the 1964 school year. All party officials, 
teachers, and doctors were required to attend seminars on atheism. All 
teachers, professors in higher education, writers, journalists, and advanced 
students were required to participate actively in the antireligious program. 
Not only must a regular program of antireligious films and on televi- 
sion be undertaken, but competitions were to be held for the best works on 
atheism in the areas of literature, drama, film, and painting. The state press 
commission was ordered to draw up a comprehensive plan to produce 
atheistic literature in all languages of the Union. All political and scientific 
journals were ordered to inaugurate new columns for antireligious propa- 
ganda. Lower party committees were told that they must assume responsi- 
bility and supervision of “the degree of religiosity existing in every com- 
munity and collective.” Elementary and secondary school curricula would 
be reviewed in order to intensify the antireligious point of view. Each local 
patty unit- was to select a permanent organizer. of -antireligious work. 
Another point that hinted more at administrirovanie than: vospitanie was 
the statement that: ete BS Sep 


. Tn order to forestall the illegal activities of the clergy, church groups, and 
- individual church-goers, measures:must be: taken to fence off children 
and adolescents-from the influence of.church-goers and. from the efforts 

of parents to get their children to join them in religious observances. 


Obviously, religious ideology had been declared the major enemy of the 
state andithis was perhaps the clearest acknowledgement that atheism. had 
become the state religion. : 
~The Orgkomitet was also reevaluating ‘its tactics.. Appeals to the 
AUCECB had been unsuccessful; it was clear that the latter was powerless 
to act. Since appeals to local state officials and to the Council for the Affairs 
of Religious Cults also brought no relief, the Orgkomitet now began to ap- 
peal for a-personal interview with Nikita Khrushchev. In the spring of 1964 
Georgi.Vins and P. S. Zinchenko held a series of telephone discussions with 
_.Communist: Party Central. Committee officer: Morozov.. Morozov urged 
them to see Chairman Puzin of.the-Council for. the Affairs of- Religious 
Cults; but the latter informed them that his council was.merely executing 
policy. When the Baptist spokesman asked what were the basic laws they 
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were being called. upon to obey, council officials mentioned the 1918 
decree, the 1929 legislation, and the 1986 constitution, Even at this point 
there was no indication by Puzin and his officials that the 1962 revisions had 
taken place.5! 


The multiplication of local complaints and declarations addressed: to 
leading governmental officials coming independently from scattered areas 
of the country did have its effect. In June 1964 Chairman Puzin called an 
All-Union meeting of his plenipotentiaries in order to review events. Puzin’s 
speech, leaked to the Initsiativniki later, included detailed lists describing 
how local officials had abused’ believers and Puzin punctuated his remarks 
by stating that state investigatory commissions confirmed the accuracy of 
the believers’ complaints.°2 Following the meeting, local abuses were 
reduced and it seemed that the ouster of Khrushchev in October 1964 
might lead to further easing of the pressure: 


ae The Brezhnev-Kosygin Appro 
Phase V: Year of Drift, 1965 - sary 

- The. official legal journal, Sovetskoie Gosudarstvo i Pravo in: its 
January 1965 issue called for a more correct interpretation of the laws on re- 
ligion, officially condemning the crude administrative measures which had 
been taken during Khrushchev’s personality cult. The level of atheist propa- 
ganda continued (about 300 titles were published, and 738,188 lectures 
sponsored), but there was a significant change in tone.5# The January 1965 
issue of Nauka i religiia (Science and Religion) received a more colorful 
format to make it more appealing, and the Ukrainian counterpart changed 
its name from The Militant Atheist to Man and the World (Liudynai svit) 
There was also a virtual moratorium on slanderous attacks against believers 
in the press, ts uae 

In March 1965 a letter from the editors of Nauka i religiia attacked 

the atheist propagandist Alla Trubnikova for the reprehensible methods she 
employed in her investigations and also-for the substance of her articles 
which depicted believers ‘as scoundrels or vagrants or mental. and moral 
cripples” and had argued that “religious practice is a form of criminal be- 
havior” and thatbelievers were enemies of Soviet society. Instead the edi- 
tors argued that. believers were loyal citizens and that patient dialogue, not 
slander, would win them away from their foolish ideology. This attack on 
Trubnikova was supported by other well-known atheist activists such.as the 
former theologian Osipov. Trubnikova: herself wrote a sharply defensive 
reply, which Nauka i religiia also printed. In short, during the early part of 
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1965, there were the beginnings of a debate in the press about religious 
policy. 

Another very significant event was the dismissal in January 1965 of the 
chief ideologue against religion, N. F. Iichev. Not only was he dismissed, 
but the ideological commission that he had headed was dissolved and its 
duties divided among a number of other bodies. In August both state coun- 
cils for religious affairs called meetings of their local officials where they, 
too, called for a halt in administrative abuse. Chairman Puzin, however, did 
inform his listeners that their task had been to “isolate the Orgkomitet from 
the basic mass of Baptist congregations, so that the leaders of this commit- 
tee lose the trust and respect of the believers.”*4 Other parts of his speech 
also warned against administrative abuse but still urged interference in local 
church affairs. 

As far as the Baptists themselves were concerned, there were almost no 
arrests, Aida Skripnikova being a notable exception. A number of persons 
were released early or given amnesty in connection with Khrushchev's 
ouster. Leaders of the Orgkomitet also met with Anastas Mikoyan, 
president of the Soviet Union, on September 22, and presented their 
concerns, although receiving no promises.°¢ 

If the authorities did indulge in some criticism of the Khrushchevian 
religious policy and the beginnings of a high-level debate were apparent, 
the absence of any clear directives for the future prompted Professor 
Andrew Blane to describe 1965 as the year of drift, of no policy. The 
Orgkomitet, in contrast, continued to pursue clear goals. At a meeting in 
September 1965, its name was changed to the Council of Churches of the 
Evangelical Christian Baptists (CCECB), challenging the AUCECB to 
leadership of all the ECB churches. A congress of all the churches, they 
said, should’settle the matter. 


Phase VI: Pressure Is Resumed, 1966-70 

‘A new policy of resumed administrative pressure on dissidents and of 
intensive vospitanie finally emerged in early 1966. The two councils for re- 
ligious affairs merged into the single Council for Religious Affairs and the 
tough-minded chairman of.the Council for Russian Orthodox Church Af- 
fairs, Vladimir A. Kuroedov, became the chairman of the joint council. 
Puzin, former chairman of the Couneil for Religious Cults, disappeared 
from view. The new council received: a constitutior: which represented 
increased centralized power arid increased discretionary power in the in- 
terpretation of the law.57 : nS Bde Spy 
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More indicative of the new pressures were several changes in the 
criminal code which were approved on March 18, 1966. The first was an 
order by the Supreme Soviet giving the official interpretation of what 
constituted a violation of the legislation on religion. These were: 


Refusal by religious leaders of communities to register them with state 
organs; i. 


Violating the legally-established rules for organizing and conducting re- 
ligious gatherings, processions and other cult ceremonies; 


The organizing and conducting, by servants of the cult and members of 
religious communities, of special children and youth meetings, and also 


of workers, literary and similar circles and groups, not related to cultic 
activities... 58 


Local administrative commissions could fine violators 50 rubles. At the 


same time, Article 142 of the Criminal Code was expanded and violations 
were interpreted as: 


Ree requiring compulsory collections and taxes for the use of religious or- 
ganizations and cult servants; 


The preparing for the purpose of mass distribution plus the actual mass 
distribution of statements, letters, leaflets and similar documents, which 
call on people not to observe the legislation on religious cults; 


Carrying out deceitful acts with the purpose of awakening religious 
superstition in the population; 


Organizing and carrying out religious meetings, processions and other 
cult ceremonies which violate social order; 


Organizing and systematically conducting activities for teaching religion 
to under-age children in violation of established legislative rules. . . 5° 


For these violations, a sentence of up to three years could be given. It was 
apparent that this’ new legislation was directed particularly against the 
dissenters, especially Baptist dissenters, who were conducting an active 
program with children and distributing their Samizdat widely. 
This new pressure should be understood in light of a general state 
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policy against dissenters that was instituted and symbolized in the trial of 
Sinyavsky and Daniel in 1965 which received wide publicity in the West. 
The new Soviet leaders feared that Khrushchev’s de-Stalinization could 
lead to unrestrained dissent, therefore they opted for a maintenance of the 
status quo,®° 

As far as the Baptists are concerned, there were now clearer indications 
that the state was distinguishing between AUCECB and CCECB. In the 
June 1966 issue of Nauka i religiia came the first official account of the 
Baptists’ split, reporting on the Initsiativniki in detail. Shortly thereafter, 
two other publications quoted at length from Initsiativniki Samizdat and 
generally confirmed its accuracy.®! 

In many localities, after 1966 it once again became possible to apply 
for registration of local congregations. Beginning in 1967, Mennonite and 
Pentecostal congregations could register as autonomous churches. 

But for the Initsiativniki, in spite of the promises to the contrary, local 
acts of administrative abuse persisted. Without direct coordinated 
leadership by the CCEGCB, over 400 persons representing 130 congregations 
converged on the Kremlin in Moscow and conducted an unprecedented 
demonstration on May 16, 1966.® The demonstrators with their petitions 
were refused entrance and on the second day they were forcibly dispersed 
and many of them were arrested. A few days later, when CCECB leaders 
Georgi Vins and Mikhail Khorev arrived at the Central Committee building 
to inquire what was happening, they too were arrested. A wave of arrests 
followed. The year 1966 remains to the present day the peak period with 
128 arrests, which also brought the total prisoner list to a high of 202. It 
continued to climb with additional arrests in 1967 and 1968, to a high of 
240. After many of those arrested in 1966 completed their three years, the 
total number of prisoners remained steady at around 180 till 1975. 

But the renewed pressure helped to expand the dissident movement. 
In 1966 the Orthodox priests Nikolai Eshliman and Gleb Yakunin wrote a 
series of lengthy documents that appealed to the patriarch to free himself 
from state domination and accused the Council for Religious Affairs of chief 
responsibility for persecution of believers. A number of other Orthodox 
dissidents joined them, including Bishop Hermogen.# 

Arresting 21 of the key Initsiativniki leaders also failed to muzzle 

Baptist dissent. In 1969 and 1970, the Council of Prisoners’ Relatives met to 


hold All-Union congresses and continued to provide detailed lists of 


prisoners and their dependents. Beginning in 1970, the Samizdat expanded 
with the CPR launching a Bulletin that has been appearing at least four or 
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five times a year. Probably most aggravating to the authorities was an open 
letter to Prime Minister Kosygin on June 5, 1971 informing him of he 
existence of the Khristianin Publishing House. The CCECB explained that 
in 1966 they had requested permission for Bibles and other literature. When 
this was refused them, they had decided to produce it themselves, o 


Search for No 
Phase VII: Stalemate, 1970-75 ; si 
During the first half of the seventies, Baptist and Orthodox church life 
began to return to what might be described as normal for the Soviet Union 
Regular and registered church services could be held with the state keepin 
careful watch through its commissions, which had been established in 1966, 
If a local congregation began to grow, there might be harassment of believ- 
ers at their jobs, or atheist workers would attempt to do “personal work” 
with them. If the local choir presented its Christmas concert in a neighbor- 
ing church, the local presbyter could anticipate a fifty-ruble fine. Some- 
times hooligans were sent to interfere with meetings. Very little of this 
milder. form of persecution has ever been acknowledged officially by the 
AUCECB but it should be kept in mind so that the treatment of dissidents 
can be seen in perspective. When the CPR issued a summary statement at 
the end of 1970, they concluded with an appeal for prayer support from all 
believers and cited the well-known Russian evangelical V.F, Martsynkovski 
of the twenties, who had once stated: “We are writing to you from a burn- 
ing house, in which you also are living, only one storey higher.” AUCECB 
church members in private readily acknowledged this truth. 

At the beginning of this phase, there had been some optimism that the 
CCECB might finally be granted a measure of tolerance. Already in the 
spring of 1969 official reconciliation talks had taken place with the 
AUCECB leadership. After Vins and Kriuchkov were released additional 
talks were held in Moscow in the autumn. But by now the AUCECB had 
regained much of its prestige, had repented adequately in the eyes of many 
whereas the CCECB demanded abject repentance and refused to treat the 
leaders as Christian brothers.6’ Then in December 1969 local authorities 
granted the CCECB permission to hold an All-Union congress in the city of 
Tula, and it seemed as if it would be possible for two rival unions to main- 
tain a legal existence. The leaders were optimistic enough to send a letter to 
Prime Minister Kosygin asking him to instruct the relevant authorities to 
permit their leading workers to devote themselves full time to church work 
as was true of AUCECB leaders. ®8 
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For whatever reason, the optimism was short-lived. Vins was again ar- 
rested and ordered by the court to work as an engineer. Several other 
council members were arrested and received three-year sentences. The 
key figure in the Council of Prisoners’ Relatives, Mrs. Lidia Vins, was ar- 
rested in December 1970 and received a three-year sentence. Soon 
thereafter both Vins and Kriuchkov and two other CCECB members found 
jt advisable to go underground and the authorities began to search for them 
like hunted criminals. In 1969 a Council of Christian Mothers was formed 
as resistance to the threat to take children away from believing parents.” 
Appeals and detailed reports were also circulating about the Sloboda family. 
The two older children and then the two younger children were forcibly 
placed in orphanages. Finally Mrs. Sloboda herself received a four-year 
prison sentence.7! In spite of all these pressures, the CCECB gradually 
developed its own church structure and highly organized activities. _ 

Orthodox dissenters, on the other hand, were more severely crippled by 
the pressures. The gifted mathematician and writer Boris V. Talantov died 
in prison. Anatoli Levitin-Krasnov was imprisoned from 1969 to 1974 and 
then emigrated in the summer of 1974. Gleb Yakunin and Nikolai Eshliman 
seemed muzzled till their next major letter to the World Council of 
Churches in Nairobi in 1975.” a , 

The Baptist split was first made public in the West around 1964.75 
Generally speaking, however, till 1970 the existence of religious dissent was 
relatively unknown. During the seventies, due to the increased activities of 
Western journalists possible in the new atmosphere of détente, as well as 
due to the growth of tourism, much more information about Soviet religious 
life became available. Scholarly studies relying on Samizdat proliferated. 
During the year or so before Solzhenitsyn was forcibly exiled (February 
1974), he became known for his Lenten letter to the patriarch which 
identified him as a believer and for his support of other religious 
dissidents.” 

Shortly after Solzhenitsyn’s expulsion, Georgi Vins was finally caught 
and eventually brought to trial in January 1975. During the ten months that 
Vins was in custody before his trial, he became the symbol in the Western 
world for all suffering believers in the Soviet Union and an unprecedented 
campaign calling for his release took place. Soviet authorities, however, had 
cortectly assessed that although sympathy for Soviet dissent had never been 

as strong in the West as now, in the Soviet Union itself it had no broad base 
of support and therefore Vins was given a five-year sentence, strict regime. » 
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Phase VIII: “Normalization,” 1975-80 

A label for this latest phase can be only tentative, but there are nu- 
merous signs that the stalemate can now be regarded as “normalization.” 
Normalization inthis context might be defined paradoxically both as a re- 
laxing and a toughening of the Soviet stance toward specific religious 
groups. 

In July 1975, major revisions to the 1929 law on cults were officially 
announced.’ In one sense they made public what had been established 
secretly in 1962 but in several instances the changes were in a moderate di- 
rection. That is, the 1975 law was more moderate than that of 1962 but was 
more restrictive than the old 1929 law. Above all, the powers of the Council 
for Religious Affairs were once again increased. Both central church head- 
quarters, as well as local congregations, were now granted the near 
equivalent of the right of juridical personhood: which therefore allowed 
them a legal basis for organizing their activity. 

Other evidence suggests that there has been a slight return to the pre- 
1959 situation, with churches granted concessions in practice even though 
the law forbids such activities. For example, the AUCECB churches have 
been reporting rapid growth, new registrations, increased publication 
(though in very small quantities) of the Bible and their journal; children are 
again evident at services, and the youth choirs and instrumental groups 
belie an active concern for youth work. CCECB congregations in general 
pursue their activities with little concern for legislative restrictions. Several 
congregations, however, were granted state registration even though. they 
refused to acknowledge Soviet legislation on religion.” 

Basket Three of the Helsinki Agreement has also been widely quoted 
by the normalized churches who have used it with success to attain small 
gains. Paradoxically, local watchdog committees to ensure adherence to the 
Helsinki agreements have been heavily harassed and all the key leaders are 
in prison.” A similar paradox was the continued tough treatment of Vins in 
prison and the continued hunt for Kriuchkov while at the same time the 

number of arrests of Initsiativniki declined and the total number of 
prisoners reached record lows.”8 But in only one year following Vins’ expul- 
sion from the Soviet Union, the number of prisoners doubled.. 

Another feature of the Reform Baptist movement is that since ap- 
proximately 1964 it has gradually but steadily been losing support. With 
each successive AUCECB congress, additional groups of Initsiationiki 
found their way back into the AUCECB fold. Perhaps the revisions in the 
statute, or the election of new leadership, or the replacement of the offend-- 
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ing local pastor prompted them to reevaluate their attitude toward the old 
union. For many, especially in recent years, the primary reason has been 
fatigue. After fifteen or more years of harassment, meetings broken up, 
fines, and so on, one’s stomach ulcers demand some peace and quiet: After 
all, they say, the Word of God is preached in the registered church, people 
are converted, and God is blessing there too. This has meant that the 
CCECB remnant has become more purist and exclusivist.: Documents in 
recent years. convey a sense of futility.”9 


Evaluation : 
-What did Administrirovanie achieve?’ As one rather frank atheist 
pointed out in the pages of Komsomolskaya Pravda in 1965, “the-closing of 
a parish does not make atheists of the believers. On the contrary, it attracts 
people all the more to religion and in addition embitters their hearts.”*° The 
rapid expansion of a “religious underground’ was without question the 
most unacceptable result for.a regime that fears anything it cannot control. 
The brutality and violation of “socialist legality” not only alienated believ- 
ers but also produced sympathy for believers from the general public. The 
administrative measures: especially awakened a world opinion that has.had 
at least some impact on the ability of the Soviet Union to conduct foreign 
relations, at. least after. the Helsinki Agreement of 1975. The regime itself 
had obviously not itself anticipated a:dissent that would prove to be as crea- 
tive and persistent as its persecutors. a : 
~ Even an evaluation of vospitanie must be more negative than positive. 
Standard propaganda campaigns with their slander strained the credulity of 
even the most gullible. The average Soviet citizen today claims that .no one 
except atheist activists reads Soviet propaganda. Instead, during the past 
decade, experienced observers have been reporting a growing. interest in re- 
ligion, particularly among the young and the intellectuals.. Positively speak- 
ing, however, since approximately 1966 there has been steady improvement 
in the quality of atheist research. Sociological studies actually demonstrated 
greater religiosity than expected. The sociology of religion can now claim 
the results of. a number of thorough field studies but sociological theory is 
still rather limited: and heavily dependent on the standard dictates of 
Marxist ideology. ° ee 4 : 

‘During the past two decades of the antireligious emphasis, instead of 
observing a transformation from socialism to communism, the reverse has 
been the case. There has been:widespread loss: of commitment to commu- 
nism as ideology and it is quite apparent that communism is further away 
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now than it was in 1959. Closely related to this loss of faith in communism 
has also been a loss in cohesiveness of the population. In short, for'the So- 
viet leaders, it has been a very costly campaign. ce 

But it was'also a very costly campaign for the evangelicals. It produced 
a major split in a union that has always been threatened with dissension. 
Some of the AUCECB’s most experienced and able leaders were badly 
compromised in the eyes of the membership. There was also much suffer- 
ing. Who suffered more and how is hard to measure. But this antireligious 
policy also had positive effects. We now turn to an examination of how this 
policy affected major aspects of the life of the evangelicals. 


i 


Notes to Chapter 5 
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10. Luchterhandt, pp. 133-34. 

Il. I have developed this argument at greater length in my “Religious 
paler and: Modernization” in Dennis Dunn, ed., Religion and Moderniza- 

_ 12. An excellent analytical survey is Bohdan R. Bociurkiw, “The Shaping of 

Soviet Religious Policy,” Problems of Communism, May-June 1973, pp. 37-51. 
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15.. “Legislative Discrimination Against Believers in the USSR,” in Michael 
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68. BL, 1/70 in AS 629, 

69. They were M. I. Khorev, S. T. Golev, and I. Ia. Antonov. By October 1970 
Kriuchkov, Vins, §. G. Dubovoi, P. A. Iakimenko, and V. I. Kozlov were in hiding. 
(AS 441 & 443). That left only 'N. G. Baturin (a four-year sentence in 1972) and M. 
T. Shaptala. 

70. AS 256 which contained signatures of 1,453 mothers protesting against the 
practice, Nauka i Religiia, 7/71 printed an article on orphanages, noting that the 
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reasons; the example given concerned the True Orthodox Sect. 

71. A full account with photos in AS 845, see also AS 90, 270, 615, 616, 816 and 
819. : 

72. Bourdeaux, Patriarch and Prophets, pp. 344-45 (1975 reprint). 

73, Simon, p. 85. 

74. A eet documentary collection is Leopold Labedz, ed., Solzhenitsyn: A 
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76. Vins’s own church in Kiev is the best-known example. Seen as an experi- 
ment by the local church leadership, Soviet propaganda tried to isolate Vins from his 
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77. Vins’s son Peter was given a one-year prison sentence in February 1978 be- 
cause of his membership in the Ukrainian Human Rights Committee. 
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In 1953-1954 after certain older workers returned to the 
congregations who had for a long time not been 
participating in the complex and laborious work of uniting 
three separate denominations, they stuck to their old 
separatist views ... 

— BV, 6/63, p. 21 


| was released from prison in 1956. It’s possible that that 
peculiar prison smell hasn't worn off yet. 
—Dudko, Our Hope, p. 94 


6 Dissent Begins, 1960-1965: 
Samizdat, Excommunication, 
Prison 


_ According to Marxist-Leninist theory every advance in science and 
social progress in thé Soviet Union should automatically mean a further de- 
cline in the number of persons still clinging to survivals of the past. The new 
enlightenment, which the frantic publication of atheist literature was sup- 
posed to foster, should also hasten the decline of religiosity. This wishful 
line of reasoning is behind the official Soviet interpretation for the split that 
took place in evangelical ranks. 

Soviet sociologists speak about a crisis confronting the Russian Baptists 
in the middle fifties.' The evangelicals had capitalized on the psychological 
disruptions of the war to boost their membership. A large percentage of the 
new Baptist members came from Orthodoxy—in the Ukraine this was over 
50 percent and in Belorussia as much as 76 percent.? This later was to result 
in differences on ritual and, the sociologists argued, these ex-Orthodox 
Baptists slackened off sooner in teaching religion to their children. The so- 
ciologists argued that by the middle fifties, the overall membership was 
much older, far fewer members came from the educated ranks, and most 
serious of all were the major inroads on membership through advancing se- 
cularization. ’ os 

The split developed because younger leaders in the Baptist movement 
panicked and tried to launch a major missionary drive to rejuvenate the 
membership .and preserve it from extinction. The Soviet scholar Lialina 
noted that the AUCECB leadership agreed with the dissident leaders on 
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these goals but differed on the methods for achieving them. The official 
leaders emphasized religious education and did not wish to violate the law, 
whereas the dissident leaders paid no attention to the law and focused their 
efforts on isolating believers as much as possible from the pernicious in- 
fluences of society. 

The argument is logical and the statistical data sounds impressive but 
this interpretation has several fundamental weaknesses. All sources convey a 
sense of crisis, Dissident Baptist sources have been the most explicit in 
describing the excessive administrative measures employed by state au- 
thorities to try to make Baptist membership as unattractive as possible. 
Lialina is somewhat more forthright than some of her earlier colleagues or 
even the official Baptist journal has been in acknowledging this factor. So- 
viet sociology has improved, but the tendency to manipulate statistical data 
to prove a predetermined point of view still makes the overall conclusions 
suspect. 


What Went Wrong? 

Had the Baptist union changed significantly? The key leadership in 
“ Moscow and Kiev had changed very little. That of course meant that the 
small ruling elite was 15 years older than. when they began in 1945. 
President Jacob Zhidkov was now seventy-five, Vice-President A. L. 
Andreev was seventy-eight, Vice-President N. A. Levindanto was sixty-four 
and. suffering from a heart condition, General Secretary Alexander: Karev 
was sixty-seven. All these men had been aggressive influential workers 
before the war and continued to work with astounding energy to make the 

new unity a reality. . e WAS: 
From the start, the new union was threatened with splits. One small 
group of Pentecostals left almost as soon as they had joined and by 1948 it 
was necessary to issue sharp instructions to Pentecostals to adhere to the 
agreement. From 1957 to 1959 continued cooperation with the Pentecostals 
was threatened once again. Almost annually top-level conferences: were 
held between -members of the AUCECB Presidium and former key Pente- 
costal leaders who now agreed to.travel through the churches to: settle 
disagreements and to persuade those still keeping aloof of the advantages of 
joining.4 Bratskii Vestnik printed several appeals to Pentecostals and also 
urged other members not -to be afraid to elect a former Pentecostal as 
presbyter if he now promised to abide by the agreement.® In fact, one gets 
the distinct impression that this over-concern about keeping the Pentecos- 
tals, as well as the rapidly increasing time-and energy devoted to interna- 
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tional peace conferences, meant that the leadership was caught by surprise 
when the Baptist dissent movement started. 

The fundamental factor which some of the key dissident leaders never 
fully recognized was that little had changed since 1945. Former evangelical 
leaders, at least some of them broken in spirit in the Stalinist terror, had 
been released from prison in order to form a registered.union of evangel- 
icals. Stalin had granted some concessions but the evangelical leaders knew 
that in the negotiations they merely had the rights of a hostage. They were 
reminded of that fact repeatedly. By the time general registration of the 
churches ceased in 1948, only about one third of all the congregations had 
been legalized.* Ministers were arrested, including such key persons as the 
Pentecostal leader Ivan Pan’ko, while many other former leaders remained 
in prison till the mid-fifties. Each man knew he should carefully watch his 
tongue and not simply because the Apostle James had advised it. L I. Mo- 
torin, who becarne a member of the presidium in 1958, once lost his preach- 
ing license for six months because he had made a passing reference to the 
crosses in the Kremlin in a sermon on the cross. 

Soviet historian Mitrokhin was quite correct in pointing out that the 
AUCECB structure fostered centralization which was a. Russian Baptist 
tradition.” It was of course a key concern in the new Soviet religious policy. 
Zhidkov and his associates, especially A. L. Andreev, exercised an authori- 
tarian control over the union. Usually it was paternal in intent but Moscow 
directives right from the start ensured that local zealots would be restrained 
or eliminated from leadership positions if state officials required it. A legiti- 
mate argument in favor of this authoritarianism was that the bulk of the 
membership was at best semi-literate and needed to be dependent on a few 
men of wisdom. : 

What had actually changed was that Soviet society had become less 
rigid. Many former preachers were released in the mid-fifties. These were 
persons who had never bowed the knee to the Caesar God and who 
intended to resume their preaching activities where they had left off. These 
had also been more isolated than Soviet society generally, so that the new 
spirit of ecumenism and disarmament was strange to them. The more they 
learned about the nature of the AUCEGB, the less they liked it, Anybody 
who received permission to travel abroad they suspected as having ‘made a 
deal with the secret police. When in early 1960 Alexander Karev and 
Michael Orlov received state peace medals, their suspicions seemed con- 
firmed.8 

A major split threatened between 1955 and 1957 as a direct result of 
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the released prisoners. There were attempts to set up free church unions in 
the North-Central Russian Federation, in Baku, in Novosibirsk, in the 
Donbass region, in the Northern Caucasus, in the Crimea, and in Central 
Asia.® Mennonites and Pentecostals also made futile efforts to organize their 
own unions of churches, In the Donetsk region in particular so-called “pure 
Baptists,” who insisted that all ministers must be ordained, managed to split 
twenty-two churches. Evangelical Christian Perfectionists had initial suc- 
cess in the Sumi Oblast of the Ukraine. Both movements opposed the union 
with Pentecostals. 9 

The first leader of the Baptist Initsiativniki was Aleksei F. Prokofiev, so 
that initially the atheist press referred to the movement as the Prokofievtsy. 
Born 1915 in Ishim (Western Siberia), Prokofiev's biography is less well 
known than that of his associates. He only became a believer in 1945 while 
in prison, where he had been sent in 1941 under Article 58 for anti-Soviet 
activity. Earlier he had worked as a teacher and in 1940 was studying 
geology in university. In 1937 he was married but separated soon after. 
Then he formed a common-law link with Paraskovia Markovna in 1939. A 
daughter was born to them in 1940. As a Christian in the postwar years he 
joined the Evangelical Christian-Baptists, but in 1954 was again sent to 
prison. This time the sentence was for twenty-five years and the charge was 
missionary activity. The sentence was reduced, however, and he was 
released in 1958. Soon he went into full-time Christian work as traveling 
evangelist. Prokofiev was the first leader of the Initsiativniki but with his ar- 
rest in May 1962 he disappears from the story. Word only filtered through 
indirectly in the seventies that in September 1969 he had been excommuni- 
cated by the CCECB for immoral behavior. !! 

Within two years, Gennadi Konstantinovich Kriuchkov and Georgi 
Petrovich Vins had become the outstanding leaders.!2 Kriuchkov was from 
Tula, not far from Tolstoy's Yasnaya Polyana estate. He had been converted 
in 1951 and was serving as presbyter in an unregistered church in the town 
of Uzlovaia. Georgi Vins now lived in Kiev. He moved there with his 
Ukrainian mother after his father, a Siberian Baptist preacher of German 
Mennonite background, had disappeared in the camps. He was converted 
in 1945 and became a member of one of the registered churches in Kiev. 

Kriuchkov and Vins were only thirty-four and thirty-two years of age 
respectively when the movement began and a disproportionately high 
percentage of their supporters were young. Prokofiev, on the other hand, 
was already forty-five and had been imprisoned previously. Many of the 
other key Initsiativniki leaders such as S. T. Golev (1896-1976), S. Kh. 
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AUCECB General Secretary Alexander Karev consulting with Jacob |. Zhidkov. (Photo courtesy of 
Keston College) 
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TOP LEFT: Current AUCECB President Andrei E. Klimenko at his desk. (Photo courtesy of Keston 
College) 


TOP RIGHT: Arthur |. Mitskevich (assistant general secretary and head of Bible correspondence 
course) with President Andrei E. Klimenko (1974). (Photo courtesy of Keston College) 


BOTTOM: Ukrainian Assistant Senior Presbyter Matthew Mel'nik (left) displaying blueprints at 
Brighton EBF congress (1979) for anticipated theological seminary in Moscow. 
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TOP: AUCECS delegation at European Baptist congress in Brighton, England, July 1979. From right 
to left are: Michael Zhidkov, Alexel M. Bychkov (general secretary), K. S. Sedletski, Peter K. 
Shatrov, A. |. Kllmenko, J. K. Dukhonchenko. Visible behind Bychkov is Bratskil Vestnik editor 
Vitalil Kulikov. 


BOTTOM: Ukrainian Senior Presbyter Jacob Dukhonchenko performing baptism in the Dnieper 
River, spring 1979. (Photo courtesy of Keston College) 
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TOP: Thirty-three baptismal candidates in Novosibirsk, June 15, 1977. 


BOTTOM: Following baptism in the Moscow church In the mid-fifties, new members each received 
a bouquet of flowers. (Both photos courtesy of Keston College) 
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Longtime Moscow organist and vice-chairman of the intern 
the start of his career. (Photo courtesy of Keston College) 





ational department, i!'ia M. Orlov, at 
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ABOVE: Communion service fed by Jacob Dukhonchenko and Arthur Mitskevich in Kiev following a 


ABOVE: Preshyter council for the Ukraine, newly elected in October 1975. Front, left to right: V. S. 
baptism in early spring 1979. (Photo courtesy of Keston College) 


Glukhovski (deputy SP, Pentecostal), J. K. Dukhonchenko (senior presbyter), f. S. Gnida (deputy 
senior presbyter). Present deputy senior presbyter for the RSFSR, V. E. Logvinenko (second from 
right in third row), was then a member of the Ukrainian council. 


BELOW: E. A. Tarasov (left), vice-chairman in the state Council for Religious Affairs, with 
responsibility for the non-Orthodox sects, conversing with Gerhard Claas (center), BWA associate 
secretary for Europe, with Jakob Fast translating. (June 1977) BELOW: Ukrainian leader Jacob K. Dukhonchenko consulting with deputy senior presbyter Ivan S. 
Gnida in their offices in Kiev. 
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TOP: Jacob K. Dukhonchenko conducting a wedding in the Central Kiev Church, 1979. 
BOTTOM: Zaporozh’e Senior Presbyter Brynza (right) baptizing his own son, spring 1979. 
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TOP: RSFSR ae are Presbyter V. E. Logvinenko (left), then a presbyter in Odessa, recelv- 7 TOP: Exterior view of Frunze Baptist Church. The sanctua 


ry floor is below ground level so that the 
ing his share of the 25,000 Bibles imported in December 1978. building will not tower above the neighboring houses. 
ing ' : 


; BOTTOM: External view of the central (lamskaia) church in Kiev. This building belongs to the Ad- 
BOTTOM: Bratskii Vestnik, AUCECB biomontily journal. ventists, the Baptists only recently receiving permission to build their own suitably large building. 
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TOP (both pages): All three choirs in the Central Moscow Church combine for the final festive 
program at the 1979 AUCECB congress. 


BOTTOM: A youthful spokesman from Kiev urging delegates at the 1979 congress to take the 
concerns of young people to heart. 
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BOTTOM: Interior of Tashkent ECB 
risen”; “lam coming soon.” 





Church, 1974. The Signs proclaim: “God is love”; “Christ is 
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irgizia. 
TOP: Preparations for thanksgiving in the newly bullt church In Frunze, Kirg 
| lor presbyter. 
Leaders of the 1,000-member church in Frunze In the offices of the senior p 
BOTTOM: Lea F 


for Kirgizia), A. A. 
Seated left to right are: Vasil’ev (presbyter), N. N. Sizov (senior presbyter 9 
Warkentin (assistant presbyter). 
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TOP: Graduating class of the 


Bible correspondence s 
In the second row Center is AUCEC 


choo! in 1974, together with Moscow leaders, 
B president tia G. Ivanov. (Photo Courtesy of Keston College) 


building in Frunze, buil 
ground level sanctuary 


BOTTOM: The new church 
Ground reflects the below- 
the neighboring houses. 


t with voluntary Jabor on! 


y. The entrance in fore- 
So that the entire buildin 


9 does not tower above 
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1. Mitske- 
An additional preacher ordained in Moscow by Presbyter Michael Zhidkov (right) and A.1 
vich. (Photo courtesy of Keston College) 
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Tsurkan, and A. §. Goncherov (1895) were senior people w 
experience in church leadership.3 But none of them had led churches 
belonging to the AUCECB for any length of time. This means that the Init- 
siationiki movement crystallized out of older leaders and younger men who 


had one thing in common—they were unaccustomed to a church that was 
not free. The new statute of 1960 really shocked them. 


ith considerable 


The Issue: Separation of Church and State 
All sources agree that the new AUCECB statute dispatched to the 
churches in the summer of 1960 and the accompanying secret letter of 
instructions to the senior presbyters precipitated the split. This letter 
warned about “unhealthy missionary tendencies,” asserting that a 
membership drive “must be decisively terminated.” Baptism of young 
people between eighteen and thirty must be kept “to a complete 
minimum.” Believers should also be encouraged to abandon their negative 
views on art, literature, radio, movies, and television. The instruction in- 
cluded advice to ensure that children would no longer be 
services, 14 
Those few thousand individuals who regularly received copies of Brat- 
skii Vestnik (and this certainly included the senior presbyters) were less 
shocked. Already in 1948 Jacob Zhidkov no 
number of baptisms had decline 
proving and teaching neophytes sO guarantee 
that excommunications would b 


year he again 
complained about the rush to baptism and urged that the candidate should 
be a Christian for at | 


east one year. In 1949 he discouraged allowing un- 
converted people into the choir because this lowered the spiritual standard. 
In 1955 the AUCECB again expressed concern about rushing to baptize 
new believers. Early in 1959 Sergei P. Fadiukhin in a major article, “On the 
Church,” declared that the most important issue where the church could 
work for good was to oppose the new weapons of massive destruction. Then 
he went on to declare that at the beginning of the third century in the his- 
tory of Christianity when persecution had ceased, many unreliable types 
joined the rush to church membership. A church council had therefore de- 
cided that baptismal candidates must undergo a probati 
one to three years, 5 
At the 1963 congress V ice-President N., 
getic attempt to rewrite recent history 
1960 had been introduced as a draft an 


present at 


ns were 


on period of from 


A. Levindanto made an apolo- 
by asserting that the new statute of 
d that the AUCECB had repeatedly 








3 
4g 
: 
: 
i 















































178 Soviet Evangelicals Since World War Il 


requested constituency responses and suggestions. But the letter of instruc- 
tion had made it clear that the new statute must be enforced rigidly. Al- 
ready in 1948 when the first statute was issued unilaterally by the All-Union 
Council, President Zhidkov admitted that “we cannot force anyone to ac- 
cept and observe the statutes of the union” and went on to eschew all 
coercion. But in the same breath he added that “those believers who do not 
wish to subordinate themselves to the statute, naturally cannot have a place- 
among the members of the congregations of the Council of Evangelical 
Christian Baptists whose statutes they reject.” That non-coercive coercion 
was at least as strong in 1960. 

Some local church members never learned of the statute because their 
presbyter or even senior presbyter gave it a pocket veto. In another con- 
gregation the entire issue was discussed at a members’ meeting where they 
decided as a local church to resist. Often this was successful. Other con- 
gregations decided to keep their children home from church for a few 
months and to devote their preaching to the Book of Job until the storm 
passed and they could gradually resume their usual activities. But in other 
localities the presbyter or deacon stood in the doorway and prevented 
children from entering. In Novosibirsk, for example, active evangelists were 
excommunicated from the church. In many other localities fearful Chris- 
tians or even phony Christians served as stool pigeons to help authorities 
ferret out any resisters. !? 

This link with the state was the most damaging feature. Since 1959 
there had been a major propaganda attack and administratively churches 
were closed forcibly with considerable haste. The new statute, even if it 
may not have differed that significantly from the statute of 1948,'* sug- 
gested that their own leadership seemed to be cooperating with the state 
authorities to destroy the church. tain 8 

The Initsiatiuniki resistance officially began on August 18, 1961 when 
the initiative group presented a statement of protest to the Moscow 
leadership. The original initiators had met in the village of Uzlovaia in Tula 

Oblast with Prokofiev and Kriuchkov the prime movers. Tula, where 
Kriuchkov lived, had for many years been neglected by the AUCECB 
leadership. Prokofiev was living in the village of Volnovakha in Donetsk 
Oblast where the “pure Baptist” movement had been centered and where 
B. A. Rusanov had recently been replaced by Senior Presbyter I. Ia. Tatar- 
chenko.!® oi ; 

Twelve days after the initiative group presented their appeal to the 
Moscow leadership only to meet with rebuffs, Prokofiev and Kriuchkov 
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es pee eae to all ECB congregations using a very sharp lan 
- dn our day Satan is dictating through th k i 
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istians and Baptists,’ they decl 20 
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on religion. Such a new statute was necessary because copies of the 1929 
law were rare. In April 1959, for the first time since the 1930s, a docu- 
mentary collection of legislation on religion was published:.24 Two hundred 
thousand copies were distributed, marking an unusually large edition. This 
volume included the 1929 law in full and described it as the most important 
document which at the moment regulated the changing relations between 
the religious organizations and the state. But a second edition of this collec- 
tion printed in 1961 omitted the 1929 law. As a matter of fact, the full text 
of the law has not been published since. An official commentary, also 
published in April 1961, affirmed that this law was still binding but 
neglected to mention that only a month previously, the two councils for re- 
ligious affairs had issued an officially binding instruction which drastically 
altered the law. This legal trickery by state authorities meant that local 
churches should consult their new church statute to discover what the law 
did not permit. Since the new statute was issued nearly a year before the 
Orthodox Church: was forced to revise its statute, it seems likely that the 
Baptist leaders hoped that with immediate acquiescence they would get fa- 
vored treatment compared with the Orthodox and therefore stand a better 
chance to survive the new attack that had obviously begun.” 
Since the Initsiatiuniki regarded the new statute as the last and worst 
manifestation of a leadership that had become unfaithful, let us look at this 
leadership more closely. In general these were men whose actions and state- 
ments on behalf of the Soviet state caused suspicion yet whose spiritual and 
pastoral qualities are equally striking. These contradictory qualities remind 
one of Metropolitan Nikolai and his successor Metropolitan Nikodim. By 
1960 primary leadership was in the hands of three men: Jacob Zhidkov, 
president; Alexander Karev, general secretary; and Ilia G: Ivanov, treasurer. 
Zhidkov had already been acting president of the Evangelical Chris- 
tian Union since 1928 except for the period from 1938 to 1942 when he was 
in prison or exiled.?¢ Initially he played the dominant role through the edi- 
torial pages of Bratskii Vestnik. He was also very active initially when the 
peace campaign began in the 1950s. In 1955 he was elected one of nine 
vice-presidents of the Baptist World Alliance and was the only one of the 
nine to be reelected in that important summer of 1960. Whereas initially he 
had made several trips to visit the churches, this local’ fence-mending 
activity soon became the responsibility of senior presbyters, plus infrequent 
visits were made by other specially appointed Moscow leaders. 
Alexander Karev was eight years his junior, had turned sixty-seven in 
1960, and by then had assumed a greater leadership role than Zhidkov. 
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except for an eight-year exile term, 

a From the new beginning, Karev as general secretary was administra- 
lvely responsible for the central office and conducted foreign affai 
himself. After his first trip abroad in 1958, his involvement in he ae 
program escalated, necessitating long absences abroad.27 During the 1950s 
he reigned unchallenged as the pastor of pastors. Virtually every issu f 
Bratskii Vestnik was filled with his sermon outlines for Baha wens 


3 llia G. Ivanov, born 1898, was five years younger than Karev 
onverted in the tent mission in Moscow in 1918, he had been active - 


sass That must remain speculation, but what is more apparent is that 
as.a ota leader he was one of the first to tremble before the authorities 
ree other men, also living in Moscow, played a less prominent but 
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dominant role in the central leadership. In the summer of 1956, Arthur I. 
Mitskevich, the longtime deputy senior presbyter for the Ukraine, was 
brought to Moscow as assistant general secretary.° Since 1948 he had been 
senior presbyter for the large Kiev Oblast, as well as a member of the 
powerful All-Union revision or auditing commission. In 1954 he became 
chairman of the revision commission, retaining this position when he be- 
came assistant general secretary. Like Karev, he demonstrated considerable 
exegetical and didactic abilities (although much more self-taught than was 
Karev). By 1960 he was traveling abroad more frequently than his superior. 
In the summer of 1961, just prior to the split in the AUCECB, he attended 
an executive committee session of the Baptist World Alliance leadership to 
work for unity in those countries in which the Baptists were divided. He 
went so far as to propose that some of the authoritative workers from the 
Baptist world leadership could be utilized for this purpose.*° 

I. I. Motorin had been an Evangelical Christian leader and publisher 
in the Ukraine till at least 1929. In 1945 he was appointed to head the pub- 
lishing division of the AUCECB, which meant that he held executive 
responsibility for Bratskii Vestnik. During the late fifties he was dispatched 
on several troubleshooting missions, for example three visits to Voronezh in 
1956, twice again in 1957, and again in 1959. Here a separatist free church 
union was threatening. In 1958 he was added to the AUCECB council al- 
though he had participated in most of the meetings previously.: The other 
appointment at that time was A. N. Karpov, who had switched places with 
Michael Orlov in 1954 to become the Moscow presbyter when Orlov went 
to Leningrad. Karpov’s role, however, does not appear to have been 
prominent.3! 

From the beginning there had been a conscious attempt to have as 
many Baptists as Evangelical Christians in the central leadership. At one 
point there was also an attempt at parity for the senior presbyters.*? After 
the leadership shake-up in 1954, the two former vice-presidents Orlov and 
Goliaev were sent to Leningrad and Rostov respectively. By 1960 Orlov was 
fighting a losing battle with cancer and died in 1961.35 Goliaev was still able 
to attend the 1963 congress as an honored pensioner of 81 years of age. His 
leadership role had, however, never been taken very seriously. Two key 
leaders who.emerged in 1954 as the new vice-presidents were N. A. Levin- 
danto and A, L. Andreev, 

Levindanto, born 1896 in Saratov, had been a secretary of the Baptist 
Federation in 1921. Released from prison in 1942 in order to arrange for a 
Baptist union with the Evangelical Christians, he was appointed AUCECB 
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plenipotentiary for the Baltic region at his own request in 1945. He gained a 
reputation for toughness in the initial purge of the Latvian Baptist 
leadership but eventually was accepted as a necessary overlord who allowed 
Latvian and Estonian leaders considerable latitude on local affairs. When 
the ae statute was issued, he called a meeting of Latvian piyecls and 
on ia bri read the instructions to them. The Latvians responded 
The other vice-president, A. L. Andreev, was much more influential in . 
the church as a whole. Andreev, five years older than Zhidkov, had worked 
together with him since 1903. Andreev, like Orlov, successfully maintained 
the good will of the authorities, which guaranteed him a post in the central 
leadership of the Evangelical Christian Union at the time when that union 
was forced to abandon pacifism. 35 During the war Andreev and Orlov had 
remained at liberty and during the period of restriction were able to travel 
in border areas on church business, Like his opposite number Metropolitan 
Nikolai, he became the head of the AUCECB movement in the Ukraine 
which from the start represented half the membership. By the late fifties 
Karev claimed that 75 percent of the membership was in the Ukraine.3 
Andreev ran the Ukraine with an iron hand. By the late forties, he was rely: 
ing increasingly on Mitskevich as his assistant to conduct the arduous jour- 
neys to the different oblasts, especially to those where there were conflicts 
When Mitskevich moved to Moscow, he was replaced by N.N Mer nikov, 
whose leadership style was similar to Andreev's.37 Andreev was alieady 
seventy-cight years of age in 1960 but still very much in charge in Kiev. 
Senior presbyters were brought to Kiev for consultations or his deputies 
were sent to carry out his instructions. Had it not been for his authoritarian 
style, Georgi Vins and his associates in Kiev might not have become so an- 
tagonized.** On the other hand, were it not for his strictly enforced dis- 


cipline, the evangelical movement in the Ukraine mi ; 
e might have suff 
from state harassment. oe ered more 


The Trouble Spots 

AUCECB spokesmen have consistently understated the strength of 
the Initsiationiki movement, whereas spokesmen for the latter went so far as 
to claim the support of most of the unregistered congregations which 
represented two thirds of all congregations.* Official Soviet statistical esti- 
mates gradually increased, and the most recent assessment, which is ob- 
viously based on statistical data unavailable to Western scholar indicates 
that at its height the Initsiatiuniki movement probably represented about 
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155,000 members.*° At their congress in Tula in 1969, the Reform Baptists 
announced participation from forty-five oblasts. Although elie 
throughout the Soviet Union, the Initsiationiki movement was particular’ Y 
strong in a handful of regions.4! Seventy-two percent of those who joine 
the Initsiativniki did so between 1961 and 1963. Perhaps they joined be- 
cause they lived in areas where state persecution was most intense. But an 
examination of the prisoners’ list for the period 1961 to 1966 suggests a dou- 
ble explanation for the geographic groupings.” Arrests took as 7 
precisely those oblasts where the senior presbyter was included on the es 
persons to be excommunicated for cooperating with the government. In 
several oblasts, persons were arrested, yet the senior presbyter for the region 
was not included on the excommunication list.44 Conversely, large numbers 
of arrests took place in areas where the senior presbyter had traditionally 
wielded little influence, where there were mainly unregistered congrega- 
ions 45 
eae of the first 197 prisoners, ninety-six came from the Russian 
Federation, fifty from the Ukraine, forty-two from Central Asia, eight from 
Belorussia and one from Moldavia. One might have expected more than 50 
percent. to come from the Ukraine. As it was, eleven were arrested in the 
_Kharkov region, where Senior Presbyter Parchevski was finally replaced in 
1963.. Five other arrests in Cherkassy Oblast and three in Kirovograd Oblast 
belonged to I. Ia. Kaliuzhnyi’s supervision.** Five more came from Sumi 
Oblast, where the senior presbyters were changed numerous times between 
2. 
a Sanh beginning the Initsiativniki in Kiev with Georgi Vins at their 
head were highly influential in the reform movement, yet the first arrests in 
Kiev only took place in 1966. What accounts for the strong support in oa 
for the Initsiationiki? Here it appears much more to be the negative recor 
of Andreev. In one-document, the Initsiationiki charged that during the pe- 
riod 1945 to 1960 the most arrests had taken place in the Ukraine, where 
Andreev was senior presbyter, in Moldavia where Ivanov (later Astakhov) 
was senior presbyter, and the Baltic under Levindanto.4” The arrests in Be- 
lorussia were relatively few and concentrated in that area which was under 
the direct administration of senior presbyter. for the republic, Konstantin 
Veliseichik. Veliseichik (born 1910) had risen very rapidly, seeming to be 
the least likely candidate to succeed the esteemed old Evangelical Christian 
leader Chechnev, who died in 1958.48 The Initsiatiuniki were particularly 
critical of a letter signed by Veliseichik and his new assistant N. N. 
Germanovich which demanded full adherence to the new statute, declaring 
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that violation of the statute represented violation of Soviet law.49 

When the newly created Orgkomitet reported to the churches in 1962, 
they complained specifically about several ‘senior presbyters. The’ most 
serious charges were advanced against F. R. Astakhov who they said had 
been excommunicated from the Kishinev congregation in 1957, after which 
he was transferred to be assistant senior presbyter for the Ukraine but from 
here too came requests signed by thousands of Ukrainian believers to have 
him dismissed.5° Astakhov was indeed removed as leader in Moldavia in 
1957, served briefly as senior presbyter for the Caucasus region, and then 
emerged by 196] as assistant to. Mel nikov and Andreev in the Ukraine. As- 
takhov had considerable influence’as a member of the revision or auditing 
commission. The references in Bratskii Vestnik to his role in the Ukraine are 
notably restrained.5! : 

The other person specifically attacked was V. I. Ermilov who the Init- 
siativniki claimed had first been excommunicated from Volgograd, then 
from the Kazan congregation, but then he was appionted senior presbyter 
for Western Siberia and again declarations of ‘his dismissal had been 
received. Once again this tended to correspond with Ermilov’s career as 
revealed in Bratskii Vestnik. During the period 1958-62 there was a notice- 
able increase in the replacement of senior presbyters. How many of these 
were being replaced because congregations excommunicated them ‘and 
how many were being replaced because state authorities insisted cannot be 
determined from the evidence available. 

Two major trouble areas were Western Siberia, especially the Altai 
region, and Kazakhstan. Initsiatiuniki doubts about Ermilov’s integrity have 
already been noted. But in Western Siberia a much more serious problem 
was the fact that the AUCECB had been able to establish only tenuous links 
with the churches and relatively few had received registration, primarily in 
the large cities. ‘A’ number of these, such as Barnaul, Slavgorod, and Omsk 
had been temporarily closed according to official Baptist sources, 52 Similarly 
in Kazakhstan there had been major changes in the leadership so that by 
1960, M. S. Vashchuk, who had emerged only two years previously, now 
became the sole senior presbyter for all four Central Asian republics, where 
formerly there had been three.53 Vashchuk, born in 1904 and a Belorussian 
by nationality, had studied in Latvia and England. and then worked in 
Warsaw as publisher of religious literature.®4 After release from prison in the 
Karaganda region, the Baptist Union wished to utilize his considerable 
talent in Moscow but he was refused an internal passport. When he did 
receive one and became senior presbyter, local believers became suspicious 
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in spite of his good sermons and apparent commitment and he was finally 
excommunicated in 1970.55 If Vashchuk was not included on the Init- 
siativniki list of senior presbyters to be excommunicated, it may be because 
the Initsiativniki strength was in Tselinograd and Dzhezkazgen in 
Kazakhstan, which were unregistered. 

Several cities stand out as obvious trouble spots. Fourteen out of the 
fifteen persons arrested in Uzbekistan came from Tashkent and a nearby 
village. Here there had been several changes in local leadership until in 
1962 the experienced S. P. Fadiukhin was transferred here.®¢ Soon 
Fadiukhin became assistant senior presbyter to Vashchuk. One of the key 
Initsiatiuniki leaders, Nikolai Khrapov, also lived in Tashkent. Khrapov, 
born 1914, had served twenty-five years in prison for his faith previously 
and was sentenced to a seven-year term in 1961. Before that he had com- 
posed some of the major spiritual articles in the Samizdat journal Herald of 
Salvation, as well as a major article giving advice to youth, which was 
widely distributed in Initsiativniki circles.57 

One congregation in Dedovsk in the Moscow region summarized what 
had been the experience of many of the-unregistered congregations. Since 
1949 the congregations had requested registration but had been refused. By 
1969 this small congregation of sixty members had had its services in believ- 
ers’ homes disturbed more than 300 times, often some of the windows were 
broken and people were physically carried out into the street. The believers 
had been fined thirty times for a total of 1,055 rubles. The writer of the let- 
ter, V. I. Kozlov, who was the leading minister, could no longer show 
himself at home because the police were waiting to arrest him.58 

Kozlov’s story is particularly appealing. Born in 1924, he lost his father 
when he was nine and together with five siblings found himself out on the 
street. At age fifteen he received his first four-year prison sentence as a 
criminal. After serving in the war and being imprisoned, he was again ar- 
rested in 1946 and sentenced to five years’ imprisonment for armed rob- 
bery. The next year he received an additional ten-year sentence for banditry 
in the prison camp. Finally in 1953. he was moved to a prison camp in 
Eastern Siberia, where he met N. P. Khrapov, who was then serving a 
twenty- to twenty-five-year sentence for his faith. Khrapov’s witness in the 
prison impressed him and Kozlov was converted. Released in the amnesty 
in 1954, he married and became active in-the-church. Seven years and five 
children later he was sentenced to five years’ exile in Eastern Siberia, but 
this time for his faith. From 1966 to 1969 he was again imprisoned and at 
the timeof this writing was in hiding from the authorities.5 
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. From Orgkomitet to CCECB 

The initiative group, which first visited the AUCECB offices on 
August 13, 1961, claimed that they had been promised a reply but had 
received none. After they wrote again on August 23 without a reply, they 
decided to make a public appeal to all the churches. The short time they 
waited for the AUCECB to reply indicates that they expected no reply and 
that they expected to take the initiative further. The reformers immediately 
emphasized that they were not engaging in a power struggle and that if a 
congress would be called they would rest their labors and abide by the 
congress decision. Yet the progressive steps that the reformers took clearly 
demonstrate that they were following constitutionally approved procedures 
for forming a new society which would replace the AUCECB. In Feb- 
ruary, at an enlarged conference, a decision was taken to form an organiz- 
ing committee (Orgkomitet) which was entrusted with the preparatory 
work for an All-Union congress of ECB churches.6! 

The new Orgkomitet also made two other major decisions at its meet- 
ing on February 25, 1962. It produced a revised draft of the 1960 statute 
and announced a major decision concerning the antichurch activities of the 
AUCECB, The Orgkomitet accused the AUCECB of putting anti-evangel- 
ical documents into effect, of including only one third of the congregations 
in the union—only the registered ones, and of conducting “‘hostile activities 
against the convocation of an All-Union congress.’ As a result they 
warned that if the AUCECB members, as well as regional and local 
presbyters, persisted in their ways, they would be excommunicated from 
the church. The Orgkomitet announced a general day of fasting and prayer 
for May 6, 1962, and gave the AUCECB time to repent. 

Instead of repentance, the AUCEGB sent a letter to the churches on 
June 20, 1962, indicating that the Initsiationiki work was inspired by “the 
enemy of God's work.’ An enlarged conference of the Orgkomitet meet- 
ing three days later in Moscow reached the momentous decision to excom- 
municate the AUCECB leadership. In the official statement subsequently 
referred to as Protocol No. 7 they denied the AUCECB and its officials the 
right to be ministers in the church, the right to represent ECB churches in- 
side the union, and also the right to represent it abroad. Protocol] No. 7 
named twenty-seven persons by name and promised supplementary lists. 
Local presbyters, however, were to be excommunicated by the local 
churches, 4 

The Orgkomitet claimed the right to take this unusual step on the 
basis of written declarations from churches throughout the country which 

































































188 Soviet Evangelicals Since World War II 


gave “unanimous testimony to the fact that members of the AUCECB have 
long deprived themselves of the right to be members of Christ’s church.’ 
Those letters from churches had also stated that they recognized the 
Orgkomitet as the sole leadership for ECB churches. Therefore Protocoll 
No. 7 also declared that the Orgkomitet would take upon itself the 
leadership of the ECB churches till a congress was held, that the guiding 
principle for the churches would be the Word of God. They repeated earlier 
resolutions that all AUCECB meetings and documents concerning a 
congress which did not involve the Orgkomitet would be considered in- 
valid. Finally, they also declared invalid the excommunication of believers 
for having supported the movement to sanctify the church. This con- 
troversial document was signed by G. K. Kriuchkoy, A. A. Shalashov, and 
N. G. Baturin.% mia baa 

The AUCECB has never considered the excommunication legitimate. 
In fact, as a result, many churches which had sided with the reformers 
initially, withdrew their support, becoming neutral or returning to the 
AUCECB. Baptist teaching on excommunication procedures had always 
emphasized that this was the prerogative of the local congregation. Levin- 
danto had repeatedly argued in major articles that in the case of excom- 
municating a presbyter, this should be done only in the presence of a senior 
presbyter or neighboring presbyters to avoid using excommunication as a 
weapon of power.” Numerous local sources indicate that AUCECB leaders 
had violated this procedure repeatedly since 1959 by sending its appointed 
agents to secure the excommunication of presbyters and preachers who 
refused to accept the new statute. But the Orgkomitet action was also an at- 
tempt to exercise power which superseded the right of a congregation to ex- 
communicate unfaithful members. Most of the AUCECB members resided 
in Moscow and the Moscow congregation refused to excommunicate them. 
This was also true in Kiev, for example. A more logically Baptist approach 
would have been for those churches rejecting the Moscow leadership to 
withdraw from the union and form a new union. 

There are obvious contradictory strains in the reformers’ actions which 
betray either inexperience or disagreement among the reformers on a 


proper method to follow. They found themselves in a situation of power: 


politics. In August 1963 they addressed a letter to Premier Khrushchev 
which began by noting that this was the seventh time that they had dis- 
’ patched an appeal to the government requesting permission to convene a 
congress, but since there were no replies, it was becoming a serious prob- 
lem. The long letter was extremely frank in charging that the church was 
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“completely under the illegal control of various state authorities.’’6 The let- 
ter accused government authorities of molding local church councils like 
clay and of appointing senior presbyters “from among their own trusted 
men, and they subordinated them to the AUCECB.” After further details, 
they stated in summary that such thorough unanimity has been established 
between the AUCECB and the state authorities that any expression of 
opinion against the AUCECB is looked upon by both as opposition to the 
state,”’70 

Recognizing that both state authorities and AUCECB officials were 
exercising their considerable powers against them, they tried to get 
Khrushchev to see that this exercise of power was illegal. In an earlier docu- 
ment addressed to the churches, they had challenged the AUCECB’s claim 
that the new statutes were based on the Soviet legislation on cults.” Analyz- 
ing numerous clauses of the 1960 statute on the basis of an official legal 
“commentary of 1961,72 they argued that religious centers had no right to ap- 
point local church clergy, this was the right of local congregations only; that 
local executive bodies had no right to make decisions, only to execute deci- 
sions taken by the members; and that the law only restricted membership to 
persons over eighteen, whereas the statute went so far as to forbid baptism 
for persons under fifteen.”3 These criticisms involved differing interpreta- 
tions of the law but that is less important than the fact that the law had 
changed. Since this was kept secret, the reformers protested in vain about 
terrible illegality. In fact, according to the new changes, individuals, 
interested groups, or local congregations no longer had the right to call a 
congress, only the AUCECB could do that. 

In their published statements the AUCECB leaders ignored the ex- 
communications although these may have influenced replacement of some 
senior presbyters. Without referring to the Initsiationiki specifically, a series 
of articles on the subject of sanctification began appearing in Bratskii 
Vestnik immediately after the first Initsiativniki visit to Moscow in 1961. 
The first article by S. P. Fadiukhin described sanctification as a process and . 
defined it as “knowing the will of God and converting it into life.”74 Sanc- 
tification concerned one’s personal relationship to God and also the relation- 
ship to other people. Fadiukhin declared that our relationship to the people 
around us could be guided by two laws: “The law of the state and the law 
of God.” He then cited Romans 13:1-4 and Titus 3:1, 2, which urge 
obedience to the laws of the state. As far as the law of God was concerned, 
he quoted Psalm 18:8 and James 1:25. Fadiukhin then concluded that for 
the Apostle Paul the supreme sign of sanctification had been “‘to strive 
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earnestly to live peaceably.” Fadiukhin underlined this emphasis on peace 
and quiet by quoting Isaiah 30:15: “In quietness and confidence shall be 
your strength.” This tendency toward quietism, toward regarding uncritical 
obedience to the state as a major sign of sanctification, remained the official 
position against the reformers’ challenge.”5 

One looks in vain in the pages of Bratskii Vestnik for the statement by 
Peter and John, quoted in Acts 5, that “we ought to obey God rather than 
men.” Ironically, precisely during this time Mitskevich was writing a com- 
mentary on the Books of Acts. He dwelt at length on the story of Ananias 
and Sapphira and emphasized that the church could grow only if it was pu- 
rified.”6 If the church was not purified, then Paul’s reference in the letter to 
the Romans would apply to them: “The name of God is blasphemed among 
the Gentiles because of you” (Romans 2:24, RSV). Mitskevich then skipped 
over the section describing the conflict Peter and John had with the au- 
thorities and moved to the election of deacons, which is discussed in Acts 6. 


The State-Reformers-AUCECB Triad 

If it were not for interference by the state authorities in this matter, if the 
state had not declared a war with new persecution, if it were not backing 
its planted men, the church itself would quickly, painlessly and without 
any complication re-establish the necessary internal church order by re- 
moving the unrepentant officials. By this it would break the essential link 
in the criminal chain binding church and state. In this way the illegal 
relationship would be liquidated without mentioning the state in so 
much as a word at the congress. All this could be attained painlessly,” 


This wishful declaration to Premier Khrushchev expressed the essential 
problem candidly. The state had launched a policy of liquidating the 
church but church officials were unable to acknowledge it publicly. In fact 
they were under tremendous pressure to assist in the liquidation and the 
only hope they saw was to give in so that at least some of the church could 
survive. But the bold opposition by the initiative group forced the state to 
show its hand. Those who resisted were threatened with prison and to 
achieve this, trials had to be held and charges established. Initsiativniki sup- 
porters managed to produce near verbatim transcripts of court trials and 
photocopies of the official charges. In numerous cases the primary charge 
seemed to be that the accused leaders of the local congregation had refused 
to accept the statutes of the AUCEGB. 

One of the worst instances occurred immediately after the 1963 


1 
i 
| 
| 


i 
i 
i 
i 
| 
! 
| 
| 
i 
1 


Dissent Begins, 1960-1965 194 


congress. During the Christmas holidays, four persons were put on trial in 
the Altai regional court, where they were declared guilty of reactionary 
activity harmful to society because “they analyzed various biblical texts, 
permitted arbitrary incorrect interpretations, criticized and did not accept 
the new constitution of the AUCECB.’’8 The presbyter received a five-year 
sentence, while the two, brothers Nikolai and. Vasilii Khmara_ were 
sentenced to three years and Mrs. Liubov Khmara received a suspended 
sentence, Nikolai Khmara’s name soon became famous because he died two 
weeks after the trial after gross torture.”9 

This was the worst case where local zealots had utilized the antire- 
ligious propaganda and restrictive instructions from Moscow to engage in 
bestiality. But this act involved the unregistered Baptist congregation in 
Barnaul which had been blessed with a large number of younger men with 
courage and the deep conviction that as long as a congregation maintained 
solidarity, state authorities would have to give in. The Barnaul congregation 
had been among. the first. to begin writing Samizdat documents in 1961, 
after their officially registered church had been closed by the authorities be- 
cause the congregation refused to accept an immoral man as presbyter. 
Now they. took documentary photographs which were later circulated 
around the world and dispatched a delegation of twenty-one persons to 
Moscow to demand an official investigation. The AU-CECB at first sent I. 1. 
Motorin to Barnaul in February, who urged the believers to rejoin the 
newly opened registered congregation. A commission of investigation was 
finally sent at the end of May and Alexander Karev also visited Barnaul at 
this time.®° Local believers remembered that Karev in the presence of the 
state officials had grilled them with a series of questions asking them. why 
they were not obeying state law. This permanently soured the Barnaul rela- 
tionship to Moscow. The commission, on the other hand,.confirmed the.ae- 
curacy of the torture and murder charges and the prison superintendent 
was at least suspended although no one was prosecuted. Nor did the. au: 
thorities agree to a public acknowledgment of the crime. nN 

Much more widespread were other aspects of state interference, In 
their letter to Khrushchev, the reformers complained that secret police and 
other government agents were constantly asking church members the 
following questions: 


Where is the next church service to be? 
‘Who will preach? ' mS 
Which preachers have come from outside? 
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Who made any trips and to where? 
Who preached a call to repentance? . 
Who prayed for the imprisoned brethren ?8! 


Such questions they regarded as unwarranted interference in internal 
church affairs. They found particularly offensive the fact that Karev, for 
example, had advised the Barnaul believers against praying for imprisoned 
believers. As the split widened, the support for the reformers continued to 
grow, reaching its high point in 1966. 

Local discussions such as those in Barnaul had been undertaken from 
the start but it was only in 1965 that the first reconciliation talks between 
leaders from both sides took place. A constant problem in:these reconcilia- 
tion attempts was the uncanny coincidences where the words: that a 
reformer had spoken to a registered believer. were repeated to him the next 
day by a secret police official who came to interrogate him. Some of the 
registered believers and leaders were aiding the authorities’ in sending 
dissenters to prison, in other cases, believers finally broke: down under 
intense pressure and told the authorities what they wished to hear.®2 In 
either case the result was the same, Harassments continued, and, worst of 
all, the number of persons in prison éontinued to rise. At best, the AUCECB 
leaders were powerless. Most responded with cowardice and servility but 
some also with vindictiveness, “ “ge kya 

What finally guaranteed failure of state policy against the Baptists was 
the courage of:the women. Six weeks after Nikolai Khmara’s death, the’ first 
secret meeting of a council of prisoners’ relatives was held and the first 
detailed lists of prisoners were collected for circulation, :The history: of this 
remarkable organization has been intimately connected with the careers of 
Lidia Vins and Galina Rytikova, but the first three founders were: Lidia K. 
Govorun: of Smolensk, Nina P. Iastrebova from Kharkov, and Rudneva 
from faraway Semipalatinsk, Kazakhstan. Rudneva’s husband, Victor, was 
serving a five-year sentence and she was left with eight children.. N; P. 
lastrebova’s husband also received a five-year sentence plus five years’ 
internal exile. They: had four children, ‘Lidia K. Govorin was herself 
sentenced to three years’ imprisonment in 1966. All were in their thirties.*3 


Impact of Dissent 
After 1965 when the CCECB had been organized, the attention of the 
reformers no longer focused on the AUCECEB, but rather on the state. In its 
proselytizing activities it now turned much more to the unregistered con- 
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gregations, both unions competing during the next decade for the support 
of these congregations which had been untouched by the split.* 

In theory, the state’ campaign of closing churches affected the 
AUCECB more because they had the monopoly of registered churches, but 
in practice there was less discrimination. Where in one place the prayer 
house was padlocked or bulldozed to the ground, in another location the in- 
dividual’s private house which had been used for meetings was confiscated 
or destroyed. Seldom did the closure of a church signify the termination of 
religious activities, Very often fearful believers carefully avoided all group- 
ings of more than three persons but after a few months smaller groups 
began gathering again in homes. Word soon spread that whereas persecu- 


' tion was quite severe in the Russian Federation and in Kazakhstan, in 


Kirgizia the semi-Muslim administrators were turning a blind eye to re- 


 ligious activities. As a result, considerable moving ensued although not 


everyone sought refuge in Kirgizia. Others moved to the Baltic region 
where there was much less restriction. ® fos 

Initially there was widespread sympathy for the reformers, Statistical 
claims were wildly contradictory as one side tried to minimize the threat 
and the other tried ‘to dramatize its support. The Initsiativniki claimed that 
the AUCECB spoke only for one third of the membership since two thirds 
of the congregations were unregistered and implied that the latter were in 
the reformers’ camp. According to Soviet sociologists, at its height the 


' reformers were able to claim the support of approximately ‘half of the’ un- 


registered congregations.** It should be noted, however, that as a rule un- 
registered congregations were smaller in membership. In 1958 before the 
Khrushchev campaign, Baptist leaders had claimed a membership ‘of 
530,000.87 By 1966 Karev was saying’ that 250,000 was more likely. ‘Avail- 
able data would tend to ‘support the latter figure’ and suggest that the 
500,000 figure was inflated unless it also included: the unregistered con- 
gregations. The most recent and most reliable official Soviet statistics indi- 
cate that by the end of 1965, 13 percent of all believers in registered con- 
gregations supported the split with the percentage as high as 19.4 percent in 
the major cities.88 This would mean a total of 30,000 to 80,000 supporters 
from the AUCECB registered churches plus half of the perhaps 250,000 
Baptists in unregistered congregations. Therefore at its height in 1966 the 
reform movement very likely had around 155,000 supporters. 

Whatever the precise figures, this constituted a miajor threat to the 
AUCECB, especially during the early years, when one’ state official 
declared. that the reformers had the’ potential to: win over half the 
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membership.* After 1966, the hysterical attention paid to the Initsiativniki 
in the Soviet press clearly indicates that the authorities were worried. Some 
concessions had been granted to the AUCECB by 1963 already, but we will 
see in the following chapter that those turned out to be only the first of 
many concessions granted to the AUCECB in the subsequent years in order 
to win the reformers.back. 

As the percentage of Christians in the prison population increased, au- 
thorities discovered that here, too, new converts were being made. {When 
the leaders were dispatched into exile, it often meant the birth of a new 
mission outpost. In many. places authorities removed the entire church 
leadership only to return a few weeks later to find other men assuming the 
leadership. One man who experienced how new replacements were found 
to replace those arrested recalled that the most unlikely person suddenly 
discovered a preaching gift no one had suspected Out of this emergency 
situation an expanding corps of self-taught preachers was emerging. 

The witness of believers such as those in Barnaul impressed the public, 
which began to wonder why morally upright workers and peaceable 
neighbors were vilified as monsters, scum, obscurantists, extortionists, 
parasites, and bloodthirsty people. Some of those neighbors began to take 
an interest in religion. : cad 

Yet the most important impact of the dissent is an emotional one, How 
does one assess the sufferings of people striving to be true to their Lord at all 
costs? How does one understand the frustration of state officials upon realiz- 
ing that religion refused to disappear and their shame in discovering that 
through their struggle against religion they were debasing themselves 
rather than attaining new heights of communist morality? How does one do 


justice to the feelings of the AUCECB leaders and their supporters who . 


were suffering in silence? Some of them were suffering because they hoped 
that their low-key negotiations for believers would eventually bear fruit 
even though this made them look bad in the eyes of the reformers. Others 
were suffering because they knew the reformers’ accusations were only. too 
true and they did not have the courage to repent. 
Having seldom heard an official word of sympathy for those in prison; 
Reform Baptist leaders are incapable of discussing the AUCECB’s policies 
objectively. As far as they are concerned, the hands of the Moscow 
leadership are dripping with blood. AUCECB leaders are less passionate 
and in recent years have openly acknowledged fraternal sympathy for those 
‘they believe to be misguided, but they cannot forget that the reformers 
were responsible for airing their dirty linen in the world’s newspapers. The 
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AUCECB set about trying to restore their proud unity by means of 
congresses while the reformers cooled their heels in prison because they had 
dared to call for such a congress. 


Notes to Chapter 6 


1, Lialina, Chaps. 1-4; Klibanov & Mitrokhin, “Raskol .. .,” p. 1O0f. See also 
Voprosy nauchnogo ateizma, Vol. XXIV, 1979, which devotes the entire issue to the 
Christian sects. 

2, Lialina, p. 14. 

3, Ibid., pp. 26-29. : 

4, BV, Bhs , p. 59; 1/57, p. 79; 5-6/58, p. 37; and August 1959 (as reported in 
6/63, p. 18). 

5. BV, 5-6/58, p. 39. 

6. AS 565; AS 772, p. 6; in AS 871 the reformers claimed that between 1945 
and 1947 hundreds of presbyters and preachers in the Ukraine, Belorussia, 
Moldavia, Siberia and elsewhere were sent to prison. The AUCECB has not 
challenged these claims. 

7. Mitrokhin, Baptizm, p. ‘77. 

8. BV, 1/60, p. 87. 

9. Lialina, p. 40. The Voronezh split was the subject of a major sociological 
study reported in N. S. Zlobina, “Sovremennyi baptizm i ego ideologiia,” Voprosy 
istorii religti i ateizma, Vol. IX, 1963, pp. 95-125. 

10. BV, 6/63, pp. 34 and 39, 

11. Biographical data on Prokofiev and other Initsiativniki is based on card 
files at Keston College and my own card file. 

12. On Kriuchkov see AS 1089 (Bulletin No. 8, 1971), pp. 7-9. For more 
biographical details see Chap. 8 below. 

13. In his autobiography published posthumously, Sergei T. Golev described 
how upon his release from prison and exile in 1958 Ilia G. Ivanov had invited him to 
work for the AUCECB. But after discovering that this would involve reporting to 
the state authorities, he refused. Later he led an unregistered gdp in Riazan which 
joined the reformers in 1961 after they received the first copies of Samizdat (Jakob 
Esau, Sergi T. Golev & Johann Steffen, Unter dem Schirm des Hichsten [Wup- 
pertal: R. Brockhaus Verlag, 1979], pp. 121-143). S. Kh. Tsurkan was described by 
Ivanov when visiting him in 1947 as an experienced, leading worker in Moldavia, 
but subsequently Tsurkan was no longer mentioned in the pages of Bratskii Vestnik. 

14. Letter quoted from Mitrokhin & Klibanov, p. 86. 

15. BV, 1/48, p. 6; 5/48, p. 4; 1/49, p. 5; 2/55, p. 69; 1/59, p. 62. 

16. BV, 1/49, p. 21. 

17. Umsiedler interview data. 

18. A copy of the 1948 statute has not become available nor is the reaction of 
the congregations at that time known. Senior presbyters regularly reported that on 
their visits to congregations they enforced the statute, implying that resistance had 
been encountered. 

19. _B. A. Rusanov was one of those excommunicated by the Reformers (AS 
770); he became the senior presbyter for the Caucasus and served till 1964, On I. Ia. 
Tatarchenko (1899-1972) see below, p. 210. 

20. AS 770, p. 6. 

21. A handy list of the appeals, chronologically arranged, appears as appendix 

f . ae 


f a \ 

















196 Soviet Evangelicals Since World War Il 


to Michael Bourdeaux & Albert Boiter, “Baptists in the Soviet Union 1960-71,” 
Radio Liberty Research Bulletin, January 31, 1972, 

22. At the 1966 and 1969 congresses they spoke about a “mistake,” More ex- 
plicit admissions were made in private talks with foreign churchmen. 

23. BV, 2/54, pp, 38-41; 6/63, p. 42, 

24. Kommunisticheskaia partiia i sovetskoe pravitel’stvo o religit i tserkvi 
(Moscow, 1959). 

25. Luchterhandt, Der Sowjet Staat, pp. 125-26. The existence of the 1961 le- 
gally binding instruction became known ee h a reference to it at trials in 1966. 
This was confirmed in igor Shafarevich’s ieeal study (1971 Samizdat) but the full 
text as printed in Kuroedov & Pankratova became available only when a copy was 
leaked to the West in 1976. (See my article in RCL, IV, 4, 1976, pp. 24-80.) 

26. Kahle, p. 269: the following biographical data was taken from my 
biographical card file. 

7. Karey made a total of thirty-nine trips abroad, 


senior i for Gorki Oblast, working there for many years. He spent the war in 
Novosibirsk, moving to Kiev at Patkovskii’s invitation in 1946. In Kiev he was 
Andreev’s office manager, later becoming his deputy. Initially he also led the Kiev 
church when the three congregations were reduced to one. 

30. BY, 5-6/61, p. 35. This is most ironic since the Baptist World Alliance has 
subsequently been unable to interfere in the Soviet Baptist conflict because the 
AUCECB always insisted that the BWA had no such mandate. 


33. BV, 6/57, pp. 47-51 in which Orlov summarized his career and his ap- 
parently successful bout with cancer. 


38. An explanation given by Alexander Karev in Private in 1969 (BWA files, 
December 1969), 

39. For a discussion of the contradictory claims see Bourdeaux, Religious Fer- 
ment, pp. 2-6. 

40. Lialina, pp. 42-51. For further details see below, p. 193, 

41. These were: Kiev, Tula, Rostov, Krasnodar, W. Siberia and Northern 


nnn 


‘ Dissent Begins, 1960-1965 197 


42. See the handy compilation in Bourdeaux, pp. 211-29, and in Rosemary 
Harris & Xenia Howard-Johnston, eds., Christian Appeals from Russia (London: 


takhov but not D. I. Eniukov the SP for Kiev Oblast); Voroshilovgrad (A. V. Gaivo- 


ronski); Moldavia (D. I. Ponomarchuk); Middle yee region (G. M. Buzynin); 


44. For example: Khmel nitski (E. A. Mazin); Sumi (A. M, Tesliuk); Kursk 
(M. I. Sorokin); Belgorod (I. D. Shavyrin); Moscow (A. N. Karpov); Kazakhstan & 
Central Asia (M. S. Vashchuk)., 


Sverdlovsk, Omsk, and the Ura Mountain region which, she remarked, were for- 
merly strong points of the early Baptist and Evangelical Christian movements (p. 
50). 


46. I. Ia. Kaliuzhnyi first served as Mitskevich’s assistant in Kiev, then when 
this was subdivided in 1956 he became senior presbyter for Cherkassy, temporaril 
also for Kirovograd. His regularly printed reports indicate close cooperation wit 
Moscow. In spite of the excommunication, he was elected to the AUCECB in 1966, 
and since 1966 he has been an assistant senior presbyter for the entire Ukraine. He 
retired in 1979, 

47. AS 871, p. 33. They noted that during the entire previous fifteen-year pe- 
riod “not one sympathetic word was said by the AUCECB leadership to those suf- 
fering for Christ.” ' 

48. I. G. Ivanov came from Moscow and personally traveled around the re- 
public with K. S. Veliseichik to demonstrate Moscow’ s support for him (BV, 3/58, 
pp. 51-52; 5-6/58, pp. 16-18). 

49. AS 770, p. 53. 

50. Ibid., p. 55. 

51. Jacob Zhidkov called on F. R. Astakhov at his home when visiting Kiey in 
1963 but Astakhov did not take part in the deliberations to which Zhidkov h 


53. In 1957 they were: M. S, Vashchuk (Kazakhstan), N. A. ladykin (Kirgizia), 


55. Umsiedler interview data. Vashchuk then moved to Kazan, where he is stil] 
the local presbyter (BV, 4/70, p. 77; 2/77, p. 76). 

56. They had been: L. M. Karakai (1955-60?), E. M. Rudenko (1961), S. P. 
Fadiukhin (1962-64), I. S. Semchenko (1957-78, variously chairman of church 
council and presbyter, died 1973), A. S. Kolganov 1966- ?. B. N. Serin became 


. presbyter in 1977. M. M. Samotugin, who was senior presbyter of Central Asia 1967- 





























198 Soviet Evangelicals Since World War II 


76, had lived in Tashkent since the war and held leading posts. A. T. Pen’kov, who 
had been the senior presbyter in 1947, reemerged in 1966 as one of three candidates 
for presbyter, losing to Kolganov; he became a deacon. 

57. Klibanov & Mitrokhin, pp. 104-107. 

58. AS 448. 

59. Subsequently Peter Rumachik became the leader and CCECB member. 
The Dedovsk congregation was finally registered as an autonomous congregation in 
1975 but in May 1978 the church was locked up by the authorities (CPR Bulletin, 
No. 54, pp. 24-36; No. 61, pp. 10-14). 

60. Article 126 of the Soviet constitution of 1936, slightly changed in Article 51 
of the 1977 constitution. 

61. Its members were: A. F. Prokofiev, G. K. Kriuchkov, G. P. Vins, A. A. 
Shalashov (died 1963), and N. G. Baturin. 

62. AS 770, pp. 34-36. 

63. AS 785 (BL, 2-3/65). The letter itself has not become available. 

64. Those excommunicated were (identification [SP=senior presbyter] and 
spelling corrections by the author); AUCECB council members Jacob Zhidkov, 
Alexander Karev, Ilia G. Ivanov, I. I. Motorin and A. L Mitskevich, G. M. Buzynin 
(SP for Penza and Middle Volga) and the longtime Moscow office official, briefly SP 
for the Kazan area, S. G. Shchepetov, were incorrectly identified as council 

‘members. Others excommunicated were: A. L. Andreev (SP for Ukraine); P. A. Par- 
chevski (SP for Kharkov); N. N. Melnikov (Deputy SP for Ukraine); F. R. Astakhov 
(Assistant SP for Ukraine); K. S. Veliseichik (SP for Belorussia); N. N. Germanovich 
(Assistant SP for Belorussia); V. I. Ermolov (SP for Volgograd, Saratov and Ast- 
rakhan, earlier for Western Siberia); T. S. Kasaev (presbyter in Ordzhonikidze, Cau- 
casus); I. Ia. Tatarchenko (SP for Donets); A. V. Gaivoronski (SP for Voroshilov- 
grad); I. E. Egorov (SP for Krasnodarskii Krai); I. A. Evstratenko (SP for Rostov); R. 
R. Podgaiski (Sp for Stavropolskii Krai); D. D. Shapovalov (SP for Vinnitsa); B. A. 
Rusanov (SP for Caucasian Republics and N. Caucasus); K. L. Kalibabchuk (SP for 
Kherson); D. I. Ponomarchuk (SP for Moldavia); I. Ja. Kaliuzhnyi (SP for 
Cherkassy); E. N. Raevski (SP for Eastern Siberia and the Far Fast); and D. M. 
gt art \nebant SP for Cherkassy) (AS 770, pp. 38-41). 

65. Ibid. 

66. A. A. Shalashov was presbyter in Cheliabinsk (obituary in AS 770, pp. 126- 
40). N. G. Baturin was presbyter in Shakhty near Rostov. A. F. Prokofiev, who fully 
supported this action, did not sign because he had been arrested a month earlier. 

67. BV, 3-4/55, pp. 10-24; 1/56, pp. 50-52. CE. 1/64, p. 38; 2/65, pp. 28-34, 

68. Disagreement on method began to split the CCECB after 1976. See below, 
p. 2756 

69. Giuctd in Bourdeaux, p. 54. 

70, Ibid., pp. 55 and 60, 

71. AS 770, p. 588. 

72, F. M. Rudinskii, Svoboda sovesti v SSSR (Moscow: Gosiurizdat, 1961). 

78, Neither the 1960 statute nor the letter of instruction refer to the age of 
eighteen, 

74. BV, 3/61, pp. 36-89, Cf. other articles on sanctification: 4/62, p. 35 and 51 
(which includes a warning against false Christians who try to draw suffering upon 
themselves); 2/64, pp. 44-57; 4/64, pp. 43-53; and 3/65, pp. 38-45. 

75. At the 1969 congress Alexander Karev repeated the reference to Isaiah 
30:15 calling the observance of “quietness and confidence” a “condition for bless- 
ing” (BV, 2/70, p. 23). : 


























Dissent Begins, 1960-1965 : 199 


76. BV, 1/61, pp. 43-49. 

77. Quoted in Bourdeaux, p..60. Officials-from the Council for Religious Af- 
fairs in conversations with the author in May 1979 still referred to such action as le- 
gitimate interference in order to maintain decency and order as demanded by the 
Bible in 1 Cor. 14:40! 

78. AS 777. 

79. Supra, Chap. 5, p. 143. 

80. BV, 3/64, pp. 78-79; 4/64, p. 76. Deyneka, Song in Siberia, focuses on the 
Barnaul story. 

81. Quoted in Bourdeaux, pp..54-55, 

82. Umsiedler interview data. 

83. AS 779; AS 794, 

84. Lialina, pp. 48-51. 

85. Umsiedler interview data. 

86. Lialina, p. 51. 

87. BV; 1/58, p. 29, where Karev claimed 5,400 ‘congregations and 25,000 
preachers. 

88. Lialina, p. 51. 

89. Puzin, quoted in AS 622, p. 5. : 

90. Some of the terms plied’ to Initsiationiki in the Soviet press (AS 565). 

































































What divides us is not differences of opinion, but distrust of 
each other. 


— BV, 6/66, p. 69 


"There is no openness or trust without suffering. There can be 
no reconciliation, no peace, no justice in our world unless we 
are prepared to place ourselves on the line. 


—Philip Potter 
EPS, August 4, 1977 


7 The Union Defended, 1963-1969: 
Congresses | | 


Jacob Zhidkov, president of the AUCECB since 1944, was already old 
when the Initsiationiki challenge came. He had a long illustrious career be- 
hind him beginning with youth work before the Revolution. He had led the 
Evangelical Christian Union till his imprisonment in 1938 and he was the 
key figure in helping the AUCECB become established in the difficult 
Postwar years, The teamwork with Alexander Karev had worked well. One 
associate noted that Jacob Zhidkov had been especially endowed with 
wisdom and Alexander Karev had received an extra measure of love.! Yet 
Zhidkov’s last appearance before his union showed him a tragic figure. 

At the closing session of the All-Union congress in 1966 Zhidkov left 
his sickbed to address the delegates. He was thankful, he told the delegates 
for one more chance to speak to them. He had begged God to let him live 
long enough so that once more he could beg the congress members to for- 
give him for his part in issuing the 1960 statute and letter of instructions, 
Three weeks later Jacob Zhidkov died, a bad conscience eased,? But this 
sense of wrongdoing had not been readily apparent initially. 

Once Aleksei Prokofiev and Gennadi Kriuchkov had _ personally 
presented their letter of protest in August 1961, the dissent and subsequent 

division within local congregations spread rapidly. The Moscow leadership 
at first acted as if this was an “embarrassment” that one did not talk about. 
Through the pages of Bratskii Vestnik and the speeches of their representa- 
tives abroad they tried their best to Project an image of normalcy. Just when 
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the state campaign against the churches was at its worst, Russian Baptist 
visits abroad intensified. The AUCEGB leaders even took the trouble to at- 
tend provincial Baptist conventions in Canada.3 

These trips abroad also reflected rapidly. expanding official contacts 
with other national and international religious bodies. In. 1958 the 
AUCECB joined the European Baptist Federation as well as the Christian 
Peace Conference and also sent its representatives to the Congress of Eu- 
ropean Churches. After 1960, its representatives began participating more 
regularly in the executive committee meetings of the Baptist World 
Alliance. Shortly after the Orgkomitet excommunicated the Moscow 
leadership, Jacob Zhidkov and Alexei Stoian traveled to Paris and officially 
requested membership in the World Council of Churches. Beginning in 
1960, especially after Stoian returned from studies in England, a small 
coterie: of AUCECB-appointed officials began attending an almost in- 
numerable series of international gatherings. The young and unknown 
Alexei Stoian became one of the most regular AUCECB representatives,‘ 

This image of normalcy also extended to the regular reports from local 
churches. These reports had usually consisted of excerpts from the quarterly 
reports of senior presbyters, which listed the churches they had visited, the 
names of presbyters, and often included a brief statement rating the 
spiritual condition of the congregation and indicating whether it was adher- 
ing to Moscow directives. Between 1961 and 1963, these reports gave little 
indication that a split was taking place and that many congregations had 
been closed. The careful reader would have noticed that the number of 
local presbyters who were being replaced without any reason given had 
increased. Similarly, there were references to several local churches being 
fused into one or a congregation having succeeded in finding another build- 
ing after the landlord refused to renew the contract for unknown reasons, 
Careful readers also noticed that fewer than half of the senior presbyters 
were reporting regularly. Evidence suggests that those senior presbyters 
who were most regular in their reporting were most dependent on support 
from Moscow and that several senior presbyters who seldom reported also 
had less trouble with splits locally. 

Each year the AUCECB sent a New Year’s greeting to the churches 
which offered brief reflections on the past and suggested goals for the fu- 
ture. In 1960 the greeting included the cryptic statement that God’s way 
was often incomprehensible to them but that “All things work for good to 
them that love Him.” The following year, an editorial signed by Jacob 
Zhidkov was entitled “Our New Year’s Tasks.” Yet the only task he men- 


















































202 Soviet Evangelicals Since World War II 


tioned was that Christians must raise their voice for peace—a point 
repeated in four or five additional articles. In 1962, after the split had taken 
place, the New Year’s letter proclaimed as motto Philippians 3:13: “F orget- 
ting the things that are behind and striving forward... .” The annual let- 
ters to congregations on unity day were slightly more forthcoming in ac- 
knowledging that not all was well. In 1960 the letter referred to fissures in 
the churches and urged all necessary measures to restore unity. The follow- 
ing year the unity letter appealed to the brotherhood “to recognize all our 
inadequacies and imperfections and .. . forgive each other from a pure 
heart... .”” There were also references to “splits in the brotherhood” in the 
past and present, but, till the report to the congress in October 1963, there 
had been no official acknowledgment of the existence of the Initsiativniki. 
Later the AUCECB acknowledged that they had responded to the 
Initsiationiki challenge directly. In November 196] they had called an 
expanded meeting of the presidium where an additional nineteen senior 
presbyters were present to discuss the threat to unity.® Following another 
meeting of the presidium in February 1962, they dispatched a letter to the 


churches which, according to dissident sources, discouraged local presbyters _ 


from signing requests for an All-Union congress.” Another letter to the 
churches dated June 20, 1962, warned about.the activities: of the Init- 
siationiki as “enemies of the work of the Lord.” Yet aside from that initial 
meeting on August 18, 1961, and possible chance encounters later, there 
were no formal talks with Initsiativniki leaders. 


A Congress After All 

Instead of dealing with the Initsiationiki directly and working out a 
joint reform program as requested by the Initsiativniki, the AUCECB now 
launched a program for reunification which, step by step, included more 
and more of the Initsiativniki suggestions. The first step was the boldest, be- 
cause, suddenly in September 1963, local congregations received a letter in- 
viting them to send delegates to a conference in Moscow to be held October 
15-17. Soon after the conference opened and the mandate commission 
could confirm the credentials of the delegates, vice-president A. L. Andreev 
declared that the conference had the legitimate rights of a congress. During 
a break delegate tickets were changed—the word “conference” was struck 
out and replaced by “congress,” 

The Orgkomitet was not present, nor had it received an invitation to 
attend, but several Initsiativniki supporters did attend. The AUCECB 
printed a forty-eight-page report on the congress which went into extensive 
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detail. The Orgkomitet also printed a report on the congress based on the 
notes taken’ by a participant and added their own comments. At several 
points the Orgkomitet version includes rather significant data which is help- 
ful for assessing what happened.8 

The 450 persons attending (compared with forty-seven at the 1944 
unity congress) represents a significant improvement in general representa- 
tion. Two hundred and ten persons were present as official delegates, had 
been elected by congregations, and represented all oblasts, republics, and 
regions. I. I. Motorin, credentials or mandate commission chairman, em- 
phasized that the representatives included not only senior presbyters but 
also presbyters and preachers, including persons from former Pentecostal 
and Mennonite congregations. An additional forty-five persons had the 
right to speak but not to vote and the remainder were guests. Not quite half 
of the delegates (eighty-nine to be exact) represented the Ukraine and an 
additional. fourteen came from Belorussia. The Russian Federation had 
sixty-six delegates, of whom fourteen came from Eastern and Western Si- 
beria. The remaining delegates were divided as follows: Latvia, six; Estonia, 
five; Moldavia, five; the Caucasus, seven; and Central Asia, seventeen, of 
which eight came from Kazakhstan. 

In 1969 Karev explained that since detailed statistics had never been 
given he would also avoid them at that congress. But the reformers in their 
report quoted ‘Karev as claiming that on July 1, 1963, there were 1,696 
registered congregations totaling 175,688 members, This would mean that 
each delegate represented 840 members or eight congregations, Distribu- 
tion of delegates by region roughly conforms to the estimated membership 
distribution, although in Rovno, the oblast in the Western Ukraine with the 
greatest number of churches, each of the six delegates represented 1,700 
members or twenty-seven congregations, 10 

At each congress letters of thanks to the Council for Religious Affairs 
and even to the head of government were approved, although this was not 
reported in Bratskii Vestnik till 1969. One other fact that has never been ac- 
knowledged publicly until 1979 is that representatives of the Council for 
Religious Affairs attended each congress. Considering this damper on free- 
dom of expression, the relative frankness with which some delegates expressed 
their feelings is remarkable, but it also makes understandable why many of the 
printed comments can be dismissed as safe affirmations of the status quo. 


The General Secretary Reports 
- At each of the congresses in 1968, 1966, and 1969, the general 
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secretary Alexander Karev delivered a major report. Its style, comprehen- 
siveness, and length are reminiscent of the reports read by the general 
secretary at Communist Party congresses. At this first congress, Katev had 
to compress the data, since he needed to report on activities during the past 
nineteen years. For most of the conference participants, this was also a first 
introduction to the AUCECB structure in general. 

Karev explained that the three-member presidium usually met several 
times a week and that AUCECB members I. I. Motorin and A. N. Karpov, 
who were resident in Moscow, as well as the chairman of the revision com- 
mission, A. I. Mitskevich, usually took part in these meetings, Major ques- 
tions were considered at expanded sessions of the presidium and relevant 
persons were invited to participate. Most presidium meetings held recently 
had focused on relationships with the Pentecostals, although there had also 
been meetings of the AUCECB council to hear annual, or sometimes bian- 
nual, reports on activities. It was also apparent that the members of the 
AUCECB had almost all been co-opted by the council itself, and those few 
who could claim to have been elected in 1944 had gained or lost in in- 
fluence without a congress having confirmed this. Karev also reported that 
there were now forty-two senior presbyters with five assistants, and listed 
them." Informed listeners may have remembered that at the time of the 
fortieth jubilee in 1957, there had been fifty-three senior presbyters, which 
meant there had been a loss of 20 percent.'? In addition, the 1968 lists in- 
cluded other new faces because of the numerous shifts in senior presbyters 
that had taken place during the turmoils of the past five years, 

Karev also announced that the central office was divided into six de- 
partments: (1) correspondence with congregations, (2) foreign relations, (3) 
typing department, (4) editorial office of Bratskti Vestnik, (5) bookkeeping, 
and (6) administration. Most of these departments had been functioning 
since the beginning, although, until 1960, foreign relations had been 
Karev's personal responsibility. In 1968 there were sixteen employees in the 
office. 

A major section of his report then listed the achievements of recent 
years. One could evaluate these in one of three ways, he said. One could say 
either that they had done very much, or that they had done very little, or 
that they had done what was possible to do. Karev left it to the delegates to 
make their own evaluation but asserted that the presidium supported the 
third alternative, namely that they claimed to have done what had been 
possible. 

What had they achieved? They had printed 10,000 copies of the Bible 
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in 1957 and 15,000 copies of the songbook, but a new edition of the Bible 
was not yet possible. The journal Bratskii Vestnik had appeared regularly 
with a few exceptions; it emphasized peace, theological, and spiritual arti- 
cles for ministers and local church news to foster relationships between 
churches. They had started to collect data for a thorough history of the 
union, but Karev complained that there was no qualified historian to write 
it, a lament he and his successor have regularly repeated, But without ques- 
tion, the major emphasis in his report was on foreign relations, Karev did list 
the trips that Moscow leaders had made to various regions of the country 
but he was forced to apologize, that, because of the heavy work pressure in 
Moscow, including the receiving of 4,958 foreign guests between 1957 and 
1963, as well as the numerous trips abroad, the presidium members were 
prevented from taking sufficient time to visit congregations. He promised 
to try harder, but it turned out to be a promise that had to be repeated 
regularly. This listing of achievements also included the statement that 
seven of their young men had studied abroad and five of them were now 
working full time for the AUCECB,"3 

The thrust of this heavy attention to foreign relations seemed clear. 
Local critics should realize that fellow Baptists in Europe and around the 
world respected the AUCECB leaders and considered them important, 
They were no longer an insignificant sect but were now being taken 
seriously as members of the European Conference of Churches, the World 
Council of Churches, and other international organizations, F oreign 
representatives had also taken the effort to visit them. This was also a 
message to the governmental officials to remind them that the number of 
important friends of the Baptists abroad had increased. This discomfort,and 
feeling of inferiority about being a minority group helps account for their 
readiness to participate in Soviet ecumenical peace delegations, 

This congress set the pattern for subsequent ones where the general 
secretary's report was always followed by a financial report and a statement 
from the revision or auditing commission. The official account is almost ab- 
surd, since treasurer Ilia G. Ivanov forgot to mention any figures. His 
published report merely noted that in the early years there had been fi- 
nancial difficulties but the congregations had then begun to send in their 
contributions regularly. From these funds senior presbyters were paid 
regularly. Ivanov also acknowledged that in recent years money for travel 
abroad and for hosting foreign guests had become a significant item in the 
budget." The remainder of his report involved a didactic explanation about 
their banking procedures, and he announced that the state financial organs 
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checked the books twice a year in order to determine how much tax was to 
be collected. According to the reformers’ report, Ivanov had also listed total 
annual income from 1956 to 1963 and had provided a rough breakdown of 
1962 expenses." This was not a very promising report because it showed 
that, from an annual income of 280,000 rubles in 1956, income had de- 
clined steadily, so that for 1963 they were anticipating an income of only 
124,000 rubles. This reveals a loss of confidence in the leadership and was a 
significant factor for calling the congress. 


The Unity Issue 

Everyone knew that the major issue’at the congress was unity. What 
would Karev say to that question? The reformers were disappointed by the 
brevity of the report and more still by the limited time available to discuss 
this major question. 

Karev’s manner of approaching the subject was an obvious attempt to 
minimize the significance of the Initsiationiki challenge. The first half of 
this section contained complaints about older workers who had recently 
returned to active church work (that is, they were released from prison) and 
had immediately. begun fostering a spirit of separatism. But the so-called 
“pure Baptists” and the “Evangelical Christian perfectionists’ had both 
had little success, The bulk of the delegates’ discussion (that which was 
quoted in Bratskti Vestnik) focused on the confessions and reconciliations of 
several persons who had supported the “ pure Baptist’ movement. !7 

At the end of this paragraph of his report, Karev merely stated that “a 
new, stronger attempt to divide our brotherhood was undertaken by. the so- 
called initiative group, beginning in August 1961. The reasons for this at- 
tempt are known to all our brotherhood and we will not take time to go into 
detail.” '8 It seemed Karev planned to restrict the discussion and to dismiss 


the Initsiativniki as narrow fanatics, just like the “pure Baptists.” A second | 


and longer section of Karev’s report on unity focused on relations with 
Pentecostals, Karev’s concluding remarks did, however, set a more concilia- 
tory tone. In order to help those who had left their ranks to return, he 
stated, they were submitting a thorough revision of the 1960 statute, which 
he hoped would be acceptable to all congregations, !9 

There was actually little time available for a thorough airing of views 
among delegates on this question. Senior presbyter A. L. Andreev set a 
precedent later followed by his successors by supplementing the general 
secretary's report with a description of life in the Ukraine. He was followed 
by Belorussia senior presbyter K. S. Veliseichik, who gave details about 
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church life under his jurisdiction. Andreev was more blunt than Karev had 
been and claimed that the Initsiationiki movement was centered primarily 
in Donetsk, Kharkov, and Lugansk (Voroshilovgrad) oblasts, At first many 
believers saw nothing wrong or bad in the Initsiativniki movement, but 
then many began to understand “that this sanctification to which they were 
appealing, in itself constitutes a division of the church and is therefore a 
matter not pleasing to the Lord.”2° Andreev repeated this interpretation by 
describing the Initsiativniki work as “dangerous” because it led to division. 
If reformers repeatedly charged that unity seemed more important to the 
Moscow leadership than the purity of the gospel, the oft-repeated official 
claim that the reformers were simply intent on fostering dissension seems to 
be an admission that the unity concern was supreme. 

In any case, the published discussion concluded with a surprising state- 
ment from an unknown German Mennonite representative from 
Karaganda (Kazakhstan) who asked the AUCECB to accept the Men- 
nonites into membership.2! The relatively successful relationship to the 
Mennonite Brethren and the more problematic ties with the Pentecostals 
regularly received attention at the congresses and helped to shift some of 
the focus away from the Initsiativniki issue. 

There were other speakers listed in the official report and the contents 
of some of these speeches appear in the reformers’ version of the congress. 
AUCECB vice-president and senior presbyter for the Baltic, N. A. Levin- 
danto apparently spoke much more forthrightly than the few lines in Brat- 
skii Vestnik indicate. After giving a statistical summary for his region, he 
declared that he did not consider himself as excommunicated by the 
Orgkomitet because only the local church is entitled to excommunicate. Be- 
cause the statement which the Orgkomitet had sent to the ‘congress was full 
of pride and insults, the presidium: had decided not to read the declaration 
to the congress. Levindanto added that they agreed with some of the ex- 
cellent suggestions of the Orgkomitet but that these activities had not been 
permitted earlier. According to Levindanto, the AUCECB operating prin- 
ciple was quite simple: “If we had no sugar, we would drink tea without 
sugar. But now sugar has appeared, so we will now drink tea with sugar.” 
Levindanto rather favored picturesque language and later explained that 
the school which they had attended had helped them wise up. For example, 
“If you cannot go forward, then you can go sideways,’’22 . 

Levindanto, however, was followed by more independent-minded 
speakers from Latvia and Estonia, who indicated that even AUCECB sup- 
porters were not prepared to accept the claim that the leaders had done all 
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that was possible. Latvian presbyter P. K. Egle declared flatly that the situa- 
tion in Latvia was not satisfactory because they were losing members, and 
he urged that younger leaders should be brought into the work, They 
would also like the freedom for their preachers to visit neighboring con- 
gregations, especially during holidays. Egle even took the liberty to express 
a personal assessment of Karev’s leadership. Karev, he felt, was a good ora- 
tor and well suited to be presbyter of a large congregation, but not to be 
general secretary of the union. He continued the rather sharp needling by 
adding that the Latvians were a thrifty people, and they felt that the 
leaders’ salaries were rather high. In fact, the Latvians sometimes thought 
that the union leadership was afraid of suffering and confrontation, and it 
also seemed to them that the leaders were hanging onto their positions a 
long time. 

Egle was the highly respected historian for the Latvians and would 
soon be appointed senior presbyter. His sharp remarks, expressed in a soft- 
spoken manner through a translator, had to be taken seriously, He con- 
cluded his speech by asserting that the Latvians had no clear opinion about 
the Orgkomitet because the information was contradictory, but they did 
know that these men were people of honor. Would it not be necessary, he 
asked, to elect some of the Orgkomitet spokesmen:into the new AUCECB 
presidium? Karev replied briefly by affirming that they were ready to es- 
tablish contacts with the Orgkomitet but not at this conference. 


A Revised Statute 

It may have sounded as if the Orgkomitet was insignificant and that 
there had been no need to establish contact with the reformers till now, but 
when N. A. Levindanto presented the revised statutes, it was evident that 
the AUCECB had taken a very major step forward in meeting the 
reformers’ demands, Levindanto acknowledged that they had received very 
thorough and excellent suggestions for revising the statutes. He then 
declared that, “considering all this and the possibilities that are now avail- 
able,” the AUCECB wished to present a new revision for approval.25 In 
contrast to the next congress, the atmosphere was still so restrained and the 
time so limited that Levindanto simply read the statute paragraph by para- 

graph, and it was accepted without any significant changes. 
~ Perhaps church conventions seem dull to the average person, and 
often the dullest moments involve the haggling between parliamentarians 
when a new constitution is to be accepted. But at the AUCECB congress in 
1963, this was the electric moment. Even if no discussion was permitted, 
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members had submitted proposed changes in written form, and it soon be- 
came apparent that the new constitution contained major concessions. 
Michael Bourdeaux, in a thorough study of this subject, demonstrated the 


1963 © any 


The most important change was a shift from a presbyterial or even 
episcopal form of church polity to a congregational polity. This was 
achieved simply by replacing the All-Union Council with the All-Union 
Congress as the supreme organ for ECB churches. From now on, the statute 
granted the congress decision-making powers and reduced the council to a 
body that executed the decisions of the congress or, when making its own 
decisions during the interval between congresses, basing its decisions on 


the Soviet Union had a free church structure. It meant a major step against 
the centralism still being fostered by Soviet policy on religion, 


ment which now affirmed that this was a voluntary association of churches 
instead of a union of believers as had been affirmed earlier.27 


Elections Bring No Change 
’ Karev claimed that with this new constitution, the former causes for 
the split had been removed. The wording of the constitution was obviously 
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promising. What remained to be seen was whether this all-powerful council 
and its senior presbyters would abide by the new rules and whether the 
state authorities would permit the constitution to function. One doubtful 
sign was the election that followed, 

Former members and candidates left the room, while their candidacies 
were discussed and a vote taken. The new council had only one new name, 
that of I. Ia, Tatarchenko, an old Baptist, who now assumed the seat that 
had been vacant since Michael Orlov’s death in 1961.28 There were, 
however, also five candidate members, who usually attended council 
sessions, and some of these could be expected to replace some of the old 
men who might soon die. The revision commission also remained un- 
changed.® This reelection of the old guard, considering the heavy criticism 
leveled against it, did not look very promising. In his closing address, 
General Secretary Karev acknowledged that they needed younger leaders, 
then went on to argue for the status quo by using the imagery of a ship be- 
ing piloted carefully into harbor: “We need brothers with white hairs on 
their heads, who can calmly guide our brotherhood through the many hid- 
den reefs,’ 

This first congress of 1963 turned out to be only the beginning of the 
concessions that the Soviet state had to permit and which the AUCECB 
leadership had to offer if it was to defend the unity successfully. The first 
congress was carefully stage-managed (and that aspect has never disap- 
peared entirely), but it soon became evident that the existence of an alterna- 
tive Orgkomitet meant that local churches and believers must now be 
wooed rather than dictated to. By the middle of 1964, the AUCECB 
presidium was already reporting in detail on its activities. Representatives 
had made eight major visits to congregations, and an additional twenty- 
seven persons had visited the headquarters office on various questions. 

For the first time in many years, senior presbyter appointments were 
announced and one could tell that two of them involved a shake-up, 
whereas others involved new appointments in oblasts where the duties had 
for a while been transferred to the senior presbyter of a nearby province.%2 
Even more important was a special expanded session of the AUCECB 
plenum, meeting in September 1964, which devoted major time to the 
unity question. Specially invited participants included former Initsiationiki 
supporters or waverers who now confirmed that their return to the 
AUCECB would be permanent, One young preacher who had supported 
the Orgkomitet, V. F. Vasilenko, was appointed senior presbyter for Vin- 
nitsa Oblast.* 
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The Perfect Congress—1966 

Even though the Moscow leaders constantly proclaimed that by 
replacing the 1960 statute, the reasons for the split had disappeared, sup- 
port for the Orgkomitet continued to grow, Growth peaked in 1966 and is 
the best confirmation of the fact that the additional concessions offered at 
the 1966 congress persuaded so many to return to the old union.%4 

One participant in later years remembered this as the perfect congress 
because it was the most democratic and the most open of the three he at- 
tended. As usual, even before the regional conferences met to discuss the 
congress agenda and to elect the delegates, secret police agents knocked on 
the doors of influential believers and discussed the candidacy of delegates 
with them. In spite of the strong pressure to elect “safe” delegates, many re- 
gional conferences dared elect enough outspoken persons to ensure that 
congregational complaints would be heard in faraway Moscow. The 8,127 
persons participating in sixty-four such regional conferences elected 478 
delegates with full voting rights and an additional 233 delegates who had 
the right to address the assembly though not to vote. An additional 315 
guests produced a total assembly. of 1,026, which was more than twice the 
size of the 450 who gathered in 1963, Regrettably, a list of delegates was not 
published this time, making it impossible to determine whether it was suffi- 
ciently representative geographically, 3 

The eighty-one-year-old President Zhidkov gave a brief welcome and 
reappeared again for a short sad farewell speech, but this marked the end of 
his leadership. Three weeks later, he died. Even more so than in 1963, this 
was Alexander Karev’s congress, which he again dominated with his major 
report, his preaching and spirit. Most of the morning and afternoon was 
spent listening to his report. 

Listening to the report: delegates sensed the broad spiritual concerns 
Karev communicated. First he spoke about the general makeup of the de- 
nomination and stressed that it was both a multinational and a multide- 
nominational union. Another special characteristic was that they were unac- 
quainted with theological discussion and had remained unexposed to 
modernism. In a brief reference to Statistics, he pointed out that the 
frequently used figure of 500,000 was too high—an estimated 250,000 
baptized believers was closer to the truth. He underlined the fact that their 
statistics were only estimates. He noted that for a long time not all con- 
gregations were on their list and that they were still discovering groups of 
believers about whom they had had no information so far. 

Karev then turned to a discussion of the spiritual condition of the 
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churches. The major spiritual illness in the churches was discord among 
believers. Karev identified seven causes for discord. There was disorder in 
the churches because believers were dissatisfied. Some argued over sec- 
ondary questions. Others showed insufficient respect for each other and for 
the work. Too many demonstrated a love of power. There was conflict be- 
cause some wanted to baptize new believers immediately the way Philip 
baptized the eunuch, while others argued for a probation period. Some 
churches also practiced re-baptism. Additional problem questions were ex- 
communication procedures, with some churches much too hasty in excom- 
municating. Still another unsolved problem concerned the marriage and di- 
vorce of persons who had subsequently become believers. 

The two major changes that Karev emphasized in his report dealt 
directly with his concern for the spiritual condition of the church. The 
congress debated the brief confession of faith written by I. V. Kargel in 
1918, although Karev stressed that this would be provisional until a more 
detailed confession of faith could be worked out. The second major proposal 
involved new changes in the AUCECB statute. Karev emphasized that 
these changes focused primarily on trying to lighten the work of the senior 
presbyter, to make it more productive and more democratic. 

AUCECE foreign relations continued to be a vital activity but at this 
congress Karev emphasized the goals of this foreign activity rather than try- 
ing to show that the AUCECB was widely respected. Karev claimed that 
the great majority of Christian churches abroad had departed from the 
ideals and structure of early Christianity and declared that “our Evangel- 
ical-Baptist church represents the only example of this apostolic Christianity 
in the entire world.’ That meant, therefore, that the AUCECB 
representatives “must be fulfilments of the ideals of this apostolic Chris- 
tianity, and their mission must be to witness about the Christianity of apos- 
tolic days which has been forgotten in the West.”37 In defense of their in- 
volvement with the ecumenical movement, Karev emphasized that the task 
of the Christian was to be light and salt in the world, including among other 
Christians, 


Initsiationiki Concerns Thoroughly Discussed 
Many, of course, came to hear what Karev would say about the Init- 
siationiki. Karev once again sought to balance his remarks with comments 
about unity with Pentecostals and with Mennonites. He spoke in particu- 
larly friendly fashion about the Pentecostals, whose spiritual ancestors in the 
second century of Christianity had “saved Christianity from spiritual death 
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and gnosticism.”38 His remarks about the Initsiationiki were much more 
specific, and this, no doubt, helped ensure that the subsequent discussion 
was much more open. In addition, Riga presbyter A. P. Vasks read a 
theological paper on unity and S. P. Fadiukhin, recently appointed assistant 
general secretary, read the official unity report, which dealt with the Init- 
siationiki at length. 

Karev stated very generally that they had sent repeated appeals to the 
CCECB to settle alll misunderstandings but the only reply received was 
increased insults, Karev characterized the many messages, fraternal leaflets, 
and other documents as instilled with arrogance and self-glorification, This 
was somewhat unfair because those insults and sharply worded statements 


had been resumed in 1966 until finally the sense of outrage was so strong 
that more than 400 persons took part in a sit-in demonstration at the 
Kremlin in May 1966. The state responded with Massive arrests, and, by the 
time the congress was held, almost al] of the CCECB eadership was in cus- 
tody. The twoleaders, Kriuchkovand Vins, wenton trial shortly after this, 39 
Both the official speeches and the discussion period included a 
thorough airing of the causes for the split. These revealed a considerable 
difference of opinion among delegates and also among the different leaders, 
In his speech, S. P. Fadiukhin focused on several major charges of the 
CCECB which he tried to refute. F. adiukhin claimed that the Initsiationiki 


tives.“ Similarly he tried to brand Initsiationiki with opportunism by argu- 
ing that one day they were against registration and the next they were for 
it“! Finally he dismissed the charge that the AUCECB was conducting 
work destructive to the ECB churches. But he did acknowledge that earlier 


churches and that senior presbyters and presbyters who were unworthy had 
been kept in office. In fact, all Fadiukhin could promise was that with the 
combined strength of the children of God and the Lord’s help these would 


At this session, two CCECB spokesmen, G. I. Maiboroda and FE. T. 
Kovalenko were permitted to read a formal statement from the CCECB. 
This was a stiff restatement of the charges, focusing on the anti-evangelical 
documents. Both then explained that they were authorized to restrict 
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themselves to reading the statement and therefore rejected a dialogue. Thus 
the two official sides exchanged accusations, one complaining about anti- 
evangelical documents and the other about arrogance and pride. 

Quite a few of those taking part in the discussion, however, focused 
the attention on another issue which they thought was more serious. It was 
the senior presbyters who should ask for forgiveness for splitting the church 
with their high-handed administrative actions, said several speakers. “These 
presbyters were not senior presbyters, but strict presbyters.... As long as 
such presbyters will not be removed, we cannot be reunited.’43 The highly 
respected N. I. Vysotski from Odessa also observed that some AUCECB 
supporters were “more Catholic than the pope in Rome because they are| 
ready to call all those who split away servants of the devil, children of Sata \ 
and other objectionable names,”’#4 4 

At this congress Karev in particular insisted that their actions in 1960 | 
did not deserve to be regarded as a deathly sin because they had submitted 
to laws which did not forbid worship services and preaching. He was still 
committed to the principle that one may not ignore the laws, for that only 
leads to a dead end.* A congress resolution gave the AUCECB leadership 
strong endorsement by formally rejecting the legitimacy of the excommuni- 

_ cations announced by the Orgkomitet.46 Other pro-AUCECB spokesmen, 
however, emphasized that the work of the Orgkomitet had been completed 
with the adoption of the new statute in 1963.47 That represented an affirma- 
tion of the necessity of the Orgkomitet’s work during those first three years. 

An obvious problem within AUCECB ranks was the disagreement on 

the proper attitude to take toward the dissidents, Some of S. P. Fadiukhin’s 
remarks were unfair misrepresentations of the CCECB, although he, too, 
did affirm that the AUCECB should respond with love. Alexander Karev 
had stated openly that “we pray for our suffering brothers and sisters in the 
Council of Churches ... and hope that the organs of power will show hu- 
manity and lenience to those who are at present on trial.’48 After the two, 
Initsiationiki: spokesmen had finished reading their statement, senior 
presbyter D. D. Shapovalov called to them: “We are your brothers. We 
pray for you, your tears are our tears, we suffer about your arrogance. Stop 
this! Come back to our prayer houses and together we will work and praise 
the Lord.”4° The Latvian senior presbyter P. K. Egle, who had already 
spoken his mind freely in 1963, also affirmed that in spite of the mistakes 
they had made, “they remain our brothers and they need help in finding 
the right way, not the way of edicts and orders, but of true love and 
cooperation, ’5 


\ 
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In moving the adoption of Karev's report, A. I. Mitskevich declared 
that “we fully recognize our mistakes. ... I think, brothers and sisters, that 
you also will forgive us all our mistakes.” The assembly replied: “We for- 
give and will not remember.’®! Since individual delegates later re- 
membered that Karev and Mitskevich had personally asked for forgiveness, 
this may have been the moment they meant. President. Zhidkov made his 
own moving apology at the end of the congress. It was sufficient for most, 
although others felt that other key individuals in the leadership had refused 
to repent. But the whole issue had been discussed about as thoroughly as 
one could expect and many more went home convinced the AUCECB was 
sincerely striving for unity. Unfortunately, during all these painful ex- 
changes at the congress, no one could afford to accuse the chief culprit, the 
state with its administrirovanie. 


A New Free Church Statute 

Maybe the Initsiationiki would remain unconvinced but this congress 
finally completed the positive reformation of the AUCECB into a growth- 
oriented, forward-looking free church union. The constitutional revisions of 
1966 were bolder and more thoroughgoing than those of 1963. The new 
constitution. demonstrated that congress delegates had successfully exerted 
their pressure and the cautious Moscow leadership could only retreat grace- 
fully and with sécret pleasure. 

A. I. Mitskevich, who introduced the revised statutes, pointed out that 
the new changes underlined the autonomy of the local church.5? Karev had 
already emphasized that the major changes focused on democratizing the 
leadership so that the senior presbyter would now be elected and would also 
receive a council to assist him. There were two other, much more funda- 
mental and daring changes, but perhaps the leaders thought that un- 


necessary publicity might antagonize the state. Whereas the 1963 statute 


had reaffirmed the spiritual role of the leaders, the 1966 changes restored 
biblicism in general. In a fashion similar to the CCECB’s statute, major sec- 
tions and subclauses were buttressed with biblical texts. Earlier the statute 
had stated that Holy Scripture was the basis of their confession of faith. To 
this they now added that it was also the basis for the life and activities of the 
union, albeit at one vital point concerning obedience to state laws, the 
quietist approach was emphasized by citing Romans 18. 

As a working church statute, another very significant change was the 
introduction of clauses spelling out what were the tasks and goals of the 
union, of the senior presbyters, and of the member churches. The new 
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statute stated that the union had the task of putting into effect the prin- 
ciples and confession of faith, of fostering unity, and of maintaining purity 
of doctrine. Local congregations had as their primary goals preaching the 
gospel, teaching believers in holy living, and strengthening love and unity, 
Subtle word changes and additions reveal that major progress had 
been made in restricting state interference in internal church life. The brief 
declaration in paragraph 13 that head office workers must be church 
members must be seen as an attempt to oust the state-appointed watch- 
dogs. The introduction of open voting could help make delegates more 
honest before their peers—how they voted secretly was known to the au- 
thorities anyway. The statute also reflected an apparent increase in the legal 
rights of the church, since central union, senior presbyter, and local con- 
gregation were all entitled to their own seal and stamp which usually sig- 
nifies the right of juridical personhood.53 


Leadership Changes 

Would the 1966 congress also be as radical in electing new leadership? 
First of all, council membership was expanded from ten persons to twenty- 
five persons.®4 Instead of five candidate members, eight were elected.5 
Only five of these thirty-three persons were reelected from the previous 
council, although two more who had been candidate members in 1963 now 
attained full membership. Seven council members represented the Ukraine, 
two of them also representing Pentecostals.5¢ If one adds Mitskevich and 
Timchenko as former Ukrainians, then the Ukrainians represented one 
third of the council, although their membership was more than 50 percent 
of the total. The Russian Federation was represented by five persons, and 
there were individual representatives for Central Asia, the Caucasus, Be- 
lorussia, but surprisingly, none from Moldavia. For the first time, a Men- 
nonite representative joined the council while another was elected a candi- 
date member.>” Latvia and Estonia each had one representative and the 
young Michael Zhidkov, who had been elected their spokesman in Moscow, 
was also elected to the council. 

The council, however, met irregularly, so that practical power was in 
the hands of the ten-member presidium, which met monthly.®8 Half of 
these were the old guard and included all of the former presidium members 
who would now need to be persuaded to make some changes in their 


management style. The new president, Ilia G. Ivanov, had been usually in- © 


fluential since 1945. He was not likely to start up a new path. In fact, the 
four major executive positions of chairman, general secretary, assistant 
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general secretary, and treasurer were all held by men whom the reformers 
held responsible for the 1960 statute and letter of instructions, But the other 
five members were all untainted by that event. S. T. Timchenko and N. N. 
Mel nikov replaced the deceased Baptist leader, N. A. Levindanto, and the 
Evangelical Christian, A. L. Andreev respectively. Melnikov must be 
regarded as part of the old guard since he had functioned as virtual head of 
the Ukraine under the aged Andreev since 1956. Sergei T. Timchenko 
(1902-1971), on the other hand, provided the image of wisdom and age. He 
could claim distant links to the prewar Baptist leadership, but had not, since 
his move to Moscow in 1952, played any leadership role till this moment’®9 

The other three presidium members deserve an extra comment. S; P. 
Fadiukhin was present at this congress in his capacity as assistant general 
secretary. He was a staunch Baptist, graduate of the Bible school in Len- 
ingrad in the twenties, and had reappeared in the mid-fifties, He was 
advancing rapidly, and it was clear that his theological skills were needed 
for the Bratskii Vestnik journal. Perhaps he was expected to replace the 
aged Karev, but within a year he had been transferred to take over the large 
Leningrad parish following the sudden death of its young presbyter. A, N. 
Kiriukhantsev and Michael Zhidkov were among the first students to study 
in England. They became full-time AUCECB workers on their return. 
Since 1960 Kiriukhantsev had replaced Michael Orlov as leader in Len- 
ingrad. Michael Zhidkov had recently been elected to replace the deceased 
N. A. Levindanto as spokesman for the Baltic but retained his Moscow 
residence and in 1966 also became the leading minister in the Moscow 
church. The two men were forty and thirty-eight years of age respectively, 
Zhidkov’s rapid rise was only one illustration of a nepotism that was be: 
coming apparent. Both young mien were, however, highly gifted; trained, 
but also acceptable to the authorities. 

The congress results showed significant changes for the better and con- 
firmed that reform would be gradual—there would be no outright 
confrontation with the state. During the election only the longtime senior 
presbyter for the Far East, E. N. Raevskii, was excluded from the council, 
although the heavily criticized K. S. Veliseichik barely managed to retain a 
council seat. In an apparent gesture to the reformers, V. F. Vasilenko, who 
had formerly supported the Orgkomitet, was elected to the council. 


The Regular Congress, 1969 
The 1969 congress marks the end of the AUCECB defense against the 
reformers’ challenge. After this the task of winning back the dissenters be: 
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came primarily a local task, and the hope for the reunification with the 
CCECB was abandoned, even though leaders continued to say that reunifi- 
cation should happen. Only a week earlier CCECB supporters had met in a 
legally approved all-Union congress in Tula. Here they heard reports, 
elected members, and sent a letter to Kosygin requesting permission for 
their leadership to devote full time to the work as was true of the AUCECB 
leadership. Four meetings between representatives of the two bodies had 
been held that year. Many saw this as an optimistic sign, but within a few 
months of the congress, these efforts were confirmed as fruitless. 

The AUCECB congress met December 9-11 with 475 delegates and 
269 guests. Mandate commission chairman Motorin reported that these 
delegates had been elected at sixty-three regional conferences and that each 
delegate represented 500 members. 

The atmosphere was more open than previously—for the first time, a 
Baptist representative from the West attended.®. It was Karev’s last 
congress, and he betrayed some irritation that it was still necessary to dis- 
cuss what had happened in 1960. Alexander Karev was’ suffering from 
cancer and would die two years later, It was apparent that there would be a 
struggle for the succession. In this atmosphere, it was the middle geriera- 
tion, people like A. I. Mitskevich and N. N. Mel nikov, who played the 
dominant role. ; 

Karev had his usual lengthy report? and he also read a major con- 
troversial paper on the Christian and his motherland.® There was more 
caution in his speech. Again he stressed that the work must proceed in 
observance of the laws. “Throughout our entire history,” he said, “we never 
forgot that the condition for blessing is ‘quietness and confidence’ (Is. 
30:15), and when we did not forget this, the work of the Lord always went 
forward with blessing for us.’ Initsiationiki criticism that they still main- 

tained “ties with the world” were unfair because such “ties with the world 
by no means contradict the Word of God. Without such ties with the world, 
we would not have the present congress, would not print our Bibles and 
hymnbooks, would not print our dear Bratskii Vestnik, and so on.” 

Karev focused on two major problems: unity and leadership. He sum- 
marized the abortive reconciliation talks briefly but left most of the dis- 
cussion on the CCECB to others. The second problem was that too many of 
the senior presbyters, presbyters, deacons, and preachers were old, very 
poorly educated and not sufficiently competent. There was need for teach- 

ing, and he was proud to report that a correspondence course with 100 


students had been introduced. the previous year. In 1968 the council had 
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More New Faces Elected 
The leaders were worried what would happen in the elections. There 
was an intense power struggle because some of the old leaders were not 


ready to make room for new ones while there were nonchurch pressures to 


keep certain individuals in office. Many of the candidate members elected 


in 1966 had been office staff from Moscow, whose loyalties were distrusted, 
and this time their reelection proved impossible. Those that were elected 
naturally did not get equal support, but in spite of the external pressures, 
f the well-established leaders 


the negative votes registered against some 0 
was striking. I. 1. Motorin, the longtime treasurer, whose visits in the constit- 


uency had often resulted in leadership shake-ups locally, received 108 nega- 


tive votes. He did, however, retain his seat on the council, but senior 


presbyter K. S. Veliseichik of Belorussia, who received 102 negative votes, 
lost his seat. Several others, such as S. P. Fadiukhin and N. N. Mel nikov, 
had many critics.” 

No one was ousted from the presidium, but three new faces appeared. 
d the deceased A. N. Kiriukhantsev as the Len- 


S, P. Fadiukhin replace 
ingrad representative and the presidium was increased to eleven members 


in order to make room for a Pentecostal representative, P. K. Shatrov, and 
for a Moscow insider, A. M. Bychkov. The latter also emerged, to the sur- 
prise of many, as one of the vice-presidents. The number of vice-presidents 
was increased to three. Even greater changes followed two years later when 
d Timchenko died. Alexei M. Bychkov became the new general 


Karev ani 
idkov and Andrei E. Klimenko promoted to vice- 


secretary with Michael Zh 
presidents. 

The council itself also experienced a gradual change. Nine of the 
twenty-five elected were new.™ Four members from the previous council 
had died, and these were replaced. Five others lost their seats, so that Be- 
lorussia had no representation on the council. The ousted representative for 


Central Asia was replaced. by his three successors, one as full member, 


another as candidate, and a third on the revision commission.” EN. 


Raevskii, the much-criticized senior presbyter for Eastern Siberia and the 


Far East, at least made it as candidate member, since, after all, contact had 


to be maintained with that vast region. Iia Orlov, approved to full council 


membership in March 1969, lost his seat. ; 
After three congresses, sufficient changes had been achieved in the 


governing structure and the statute in order to persuade the majority of the 


evangelicals to suppor 
gregational. Most supporters accepted that further change must come 


t the union. The AUCECB had become more con- . 
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at hie ae - : on to make emergency trips to put out fires, and he 
Ree i e ak fire prevention.”° This latter role, that of a 
ie ee nae ters, was also his task. Fortunately the presbyter 
aca ils introduced in 1966 provided significant help in 
As chi i ‘ ; 
the a Sieer aes with the state, the senior presbyter bore 
volved many tem ih un sored attitude toward religion. This role also in- 
would treat him beter : he would cooperate with the authorities, they 
Nn eer are . Hee presbyters who started off straight gradually 
constant font tati ae presbyter. But even the resolute ones faced 
ptation. For example, it might happen that a senior presbyter 
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and a local presbyter were close friends, cooperated and trusted each ae 
The presbyter was capable and his church grew. His zealous young people 
decided to share their successful Christmas program with the church ina 
nearby city. The next morning the state official for religious affairs a 
plained to the senior presbyter about this legal violation. A few shee ater, 
the presbyter permitted a visitor to preach without lala Ne sa 
again the senior presbyter had to listen to abuse from the state of icial. ee 
men understood each other, and both were trying to obtain as muc 
freedom as possible for the church, but after a while the senior presbyter 
realized that he had become irritable toward his dear friend because, 
inadvertently, that man’s church had become a burden to the senior 
Poe a job filled with responsibility, little praise, and lots of criticism. 
In fact, the senior presbyter knew he was doing his job correctly if there was 
moderate criticism from the churches, from Moscow, and from the state of- 
ficials. Woe to him if one of those three should increase its criticisms. And 
then there was the potential criticism from his own family. Travel condi- 
tions in the Soviet Union are strenuous at best, and he was forced to be on 
the road constantly. That was not the life for a family man, but also not for 
idower. 
- ly the beneficial results of the reorganized senior aaa 
system became apparent. Conferences of presbyters for each oblast soon be- 
came annual events. In the pre-congress sessions, the senior presbyter now 
presented his report before persons who knew how to evaluate it. Usually 
his work was affirmed, but if there were problems, his superiors from 
Moscow often attended to help sort things out. Gradually it became possi- 
ble to force unacceptable persons into early retirement or to dismiss them. 
Younger and more acceptable men were now elected rather . ap- 
pointed. State officials and the Moscow leadership often exerted eavy 
pressure for their candidate, however, so that the successful election a a 
man of integrity was never automatic. That need not mean that the candi- 
date supported by Moscow lacked integrity. There were also denomina- 
tional considerations and educational qualifications that might seem less 
important to local presbyters. 


AUCECB Defense Succeeds 
After the 1969 congress it finally became clear that the AUCECB had 
defended its union successfully. But it was also clear that an attempt to 
return to the status quo ante would encounter still more opposition from 
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congress delegates who were gradually becoming accustomed to meeting in 
congress regularly. Some of the Moscow leadership had repented and been 
forgiven; at least, an increasing number of delegates felt that issue had been 
dealt with and belonged to the past. Other Moscow leaders had died while 
the new leadership after 1969 had attained its authority after the split. 

State interference remained a problem, survival remained the major 
concern; but there were some signals pointing toward normalization. Dur- 
ing the 1970s the international world awakened to the fact that a major split 
had taken place. Although none of the Western church organizations 
abandoned their support for the AUCECB, a growing number were search- 
ing for ways to support the Initsiativniki as well. 

The dawning of 1970 also marked a watershed for the CCECB. Recon- 
ciliation talks had failed. They had held their one and only legal congress 
and had organized themselves for a wide-ranging sphere of activities. Most 
of their leaders would soon be behind bars again or hiding from the au- 


thorities. Would their full and total obedience to God ever be vindicated, 
they wondered. 
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74. New members were: Robert P. Vyzu (Estonia), Viktor A. Kriger (Moscow), 


Alexei M. Bychkov (Moscow), N. I. Dolmatov (Rostov), Ivan S. Gnida (Kirovograd), 
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lesnikov (candidate), and N. N. Sizov (Revision Commission). During the previous 
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How to die ... one must also know this... 
7 Not as a crushed, pitiful worm, 
= Not as a slave, not daring to dare— 
But as a fighter against unbelief! 
(January 1968) 


My persecutors, | do not curse you, 
But | am saddened by your fate. 
The immortal examples of history 
Speak of the futility of persecution ... 
| pray for you and bless you 
With the simple humanity of Christ. 
—Georgi Vins 
(December 1968) 
Testament from Prison, pp. 77 and 83 


8 Reunification Rejected, 
1964-1974: The CCECB 


What was it that made the reformers appealing? Theirs was both a 

negative and positive appeal. s 

Negatively, the Initsiativniki were attractive because they had finally 
verbalized the suspicions of many concerning the AUCECB leaders. Finally 
someone had come forward who dared to speak out against the state 
persecution and against state interference in the church. Some were even 
relieved to face persecution again. 

Positively, many welcomed the call for spiritual renewal, for sanctifica- 
tion and dedication. They were attracted to the aggressive missionary spirit 
which the reformers displayed. And, thankfully, the reformers were going 
to make children and youth work a high priority. Soon loyal AUCECB 
parents explained apologetically that their children were bored with wor- 
ship services in their church but found the youth programs in Initsiationiki 
congregations exciting. After all, the parents explained, their primary 
concern was to see their children respond to Christianity positively. 


Unity Talks Clarify Issues 
Between 1963 and 1969 the AUCECB had held three All-Union 
congresses, at which they claimed that the causes for the split had been 
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removed. Yet reunification with the CCECB did not take place. What was 
‘ missing? 

Congress delegates in 1963 appeared to be geographically representa- 
tive while at subsequent congresses, each delegate was representing ap- 
proximately 500 church members. Yet the key problem was that the 
Orgkomitet was not officially represented at the 1963 congress and was 
even prevented from reading its statement to the delegates. At the 1966 and 
1969 congresses, the CCECB decided to reject an invitation that would 
grant them only the status of guests without voting rights. The reformers 
therefore condemned the first congress as a false congress because it had not 
fully represented the church. In part they also meant by this that the dele- 
gates represented a church membership that had not been fully purged of 
apostates. But a greater complaint was that the delegates represented only 
the registered congregations—that is, only one third of the membership, ac- 
cording to their estimate.! 

By 1966, when the AUCECB had approved a statute which included 
most of the reformers’ demands, events had transpired that prevented the 
reformers from affirming the changes. Although not reported in print, 
AUCECB leaders had exerted pressure at local conferences to secure con- 
demnation of Orgkomitet statements. On trips abroad, they always stressed 
that believers were imprisoned because they violated the law, not because 
their religious convictions were severely restricted by the law.’ Another 
recurrent problem was that potential moments for reconciliation (such as 
the 1963 and 1966 congresses) were missed because, at the first one, their 
leader, Prokofiev, was in prison, while in 1966 Kriuchkov and Vins were on 
trial. AUCECB leaders might have made a risky conciliatory gesture by 
postponing the congress till these men were able to attend. They did, 
however, elect a unity commission that consisted of widely respected 
persons who made a special effort to restore unity. 

The unity commission had held four consultations, had sent out two 
letters to the churches giving guidelines for attaining unity locally and indi- 
vidual members had made 200 visits to churches. The reporter, V. 1. Le- 
bedev, complained that in some registered churches they encountered 
persons who felt that those who had left local churches to support the 
CCECB had thereby left Christ and they were unable to forgive them. 
Another problem had been local presbyters who were too proud to admit 
their mistakes. An even greater problem had been the outright opposition 
of the CCECB leadership which had advised local members against speak- 

‘ing with commission members. The Moscow-appointed reporter revealed 
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another weakness when he complained that initially the unity commission 
had mistakenly considered itself “some sort of neutral organization, inde- 
pendent of the AUCECB and as a result engaged in useless activity... .” 
This inability to be non-partisan was complicated by the fact that the 
members elected were trusted by both sides but they did not occupy posi- 
tions of power. In addition, the reporter failed to explain why a commission 
of twelve elected persons now included fifteen, three of them from 
Moscow. ; 

With each passing year reunification became more difficult, for two 
reasons. Each additional arrest, each slanderous article in the press, espe- 
cially those which made the AUCECB sound like a partner of the state, 
built up the psychological barrier to unity. When the CCECB supporter, 
M. I, Azarov, asked Karev at the 1966 congress whether they would help 
and pray for those in prison, Karev replied that, because he had been in 
prison, he never forgot and would never forget to pray for them.5 That 
helped break the barrier for many, but there was another, deeper barrier. 

This was the growing recognition that they differed on fundamental 
convictions, even though they affirmed verbally that they were agreed on doc- 
trine. This became clearer in the unity talks that were finally held in 1969. 

Actually, the first meeting of representatives took place on March 23, 
1966, in Moscow. Five CCECB representatives (Gennadi Kriuchkov, S, G. 
Dubovoi, M. P. Kondrashov, M. G. Baturin, and M. P. Khrapov) met with 
nine of the Moscow leaders.* The meeting lasted four hours, and, according 
to the stenographic report from the reformers’ side,’ the exchanges were 
surprisingly frank. The meeting nearly ended before it began because the 
reformers refused to greet the others with a brotherly kiss. When Karev 
asked why, Gennadi Kriuchkov said they still recognized the correctness 
and legality of the excommunication and did not regard them as brothers. 

The reformers had planned their discussion and simply went through 
the major points of their agenda, otherwise refusing to enter into dialogue. 
Their purpose was to find out whether the AUCECB was now ready to 
eliminate the causes of the split. That is, would thé leaders reject what they 
had written in 1960 and repent of their cooperation with the state? Karev 
and the others asserted that the 1960 statute had never been approved, but 
they defended as necessary their action in issuing the offending documents. 
Karev declared that it was the Soviet authorities which had split the evan- 
gelical brotherhood into registered and unregistered groupings and that the 
statute for the registered churches was based on the law, in particular the 
unpublished laws. 
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Karev went on to say that the Bible refers to doors being opened and 
closed. During the history of the atheist state, the door was sometimes wide 
open for Christian work. Then in 1929 the door closed. “We all went to 
prison. Then Stalin died, and the door again began to open, but only till 
1959, when the Twenty-first Party Congress decided to make a swift end to 
organized religion. Then that door became very small . . ..and so, in view of 
this situation, we in 1960 articulated the ‘closed doors’ by means of the let- 
ter of instruction and the statute.”’® Kriuchkov responded that Christ did not 
close doors; one should not let circumstances dictate. But Karev replied that 
Paul’s missionary tour, which finally brought him to Europe, was shaped by 
a series of closed doors. 

The remainder of the discussion concerned their differing attitudes 
toward the state. The reformers repeatedly charged that the leaders were 
urging cooperation with the state, were united with the state, whereas they 
affirmed absolute separation. Karev had once sent them a copy of the 1918 
declaration on separation. which affirmed that the church was separated 
from the state and had penciled in the remark: “But not the state from the 
church! That's what all believers should know!’’® For Karev, this was a 
statement of political realism, but he also understood this to mean that the 
church must subordinate itself to the state. That was how he understood 
Romans I3. 

Space does not permit repeating more of this fascinating exchange of 
views, but it was clear that they were not finding the necessary common 
language. CCECB member Nikolai Baturin concluded the meeting by 
reading one of their favorite passages from 2 Corinthians 6: “Separate 
yourselves from them, have nothing to do with what is unclean, and I will 
accept you” (GNB). As far as the reformers were concerned, they felt that 
the meeting confirmed the fact “that the AUCECB workers have departed 
far from God; all of them justify their sins and continue in them.’’!° 

AUCECRB leaders felt that these talks plus the discussions at the 1966 
congress had brought them forward one step toward unity. But these high- 
level talks were not resumed until 1969, when a series of four meetings were 
held. At the first two meetings, more moderate spokesmen from both sides 
tried to establish some points of agreement and each side drafted joint state- 
ments that the other side was supposed to sign. 


A Final Round of Talks 
At the first two meetings, held on April 19 and May 17, the key leaders 
were missing.!! Gennadi Kriuchkov and Georgi Vins were still in prison, so 








that the key spokesman was M. T. Shaptala, who had led the CCECB while 
the other leaders were in prison. The AUCECB spokesman proposed that 
unity discussions proceed from an acceptance of the revised statute at the 
last two congresses and a mutual admission of error. The reformers, 
however, saw the meeting as an exploratory discussion and asked four major 
questions. 

First of all they wanted to know whether the AUCECB regarded the 
offending documents of 1960 as necessary, asa mistake, or as a sin? Several 
Moscow spokesmen responded, and the reformers reached the conclusion 
that only a few were prepared to state cautiously that they were a ‘‘sinful 
mistake,” but all emphasized that the document simply triggered a split 
that was already in progress. 

Second, the reformers wanted assurance that the activities of the 
Orgkomitet were no longer regarded as “‘the fire of the devil.” The Moscow 
leaders affirmed that they regarded them as brothers whom they loved and 
tried to have fellowship with. But in their report the reformers appeared to 
be asking for more, for they complained that it was unfortunate that the 
leaders did not recognize the action of the Initsiationiki as an expression of 
the will of God for the good of the brotherhood. 

The third question sought to elucidate the AUCECB attitude toward 
those in prison. The AUCECB was prepared to acknowledge that the ma- 
jority of prisoners were suffering because of their religious convictions, but 
they also argued that some were suffering because they were being un- 
reasonable. These persons showed obvious zeal for God’s work, but it was 
not a considered zeal. ‘The reformers rejected ‘that even one-person was im- 
prisoned because of conflict with the authorities, all were there simply for 
their faith. : 

The final question revealed the distrust which had become deeply 
rooted. The reformers asked for assurances that, when the AUCECB 
spokesmen traveled abroad, they would not paint a false picture of the Init- 
siationiki. The AUCECB later refused to produce a document showing 
what they had said at recent BWA meetings. !2 

At this first meeting the CCECB spokesmen presented a letter that 
they requested the AUCECB leaders to sign and make public. The thrust of 
the letter was that the AUCECB leaders acknowledged their guilt, asked 
forgiveness for having issued the anti-evangelical documents, and also 
asked forgiveness for maintaining fellowship only with the registered 
churches.!8 CCECB spokesmen, in fact, asserted that only after a. full 
confession were they prepared to discuss the question of a congress and 
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reunification. The AUCECB spokesmen. promised that a document of 
repentance would be written, and it was decided to meet again at a later 
date. 

At the next meeting on May 17, 1969, the AUCECB spokesmen took 
the lead by reporting the decisions taken at an AUCECB plenum held ten 
days earlier." This decision affirmed that the daily life of the ECB churches 
was to be guided solely by the Word of God and the statutes approved at 
the 1966 congress, and that the decisions on unity taken at the 1963 and 
1966 congress should serve as the basis for unification. The third point was 
that they intended to preserve the principles of the brotherhood in accor- 
dance with the existing legislation on worship. Then they handed the 
reformers a statement of mutual repentance and asked them to sign it. The 
reformers refused, protesting that instead of a repentance statement from 
the AUCECB, they now offered a statement in which both sides repented 
of their mistakes and asked forgiveness. Actually, had they read their own 
notes from the previous meeting carefully, they would have seen that the 
AUCECB participants had thought of a mutual repentance statement from 
the first. 

More significant was the fact that both sides tried to gain support by 
publishing their versions of the meetings. The Initsiativniki had referred to 
the first meeting in its journal!® and called upon its members to resist all 
local efforts to discuss unity, that is, to allow the CCECB to decide the ques- 
tion for all. Shortly after the second meeting, the AUCECB printed what it 
considered as the prerequisites for unity.'6 The AUCECB claimed that both 
sides had written harmful things and both sides had excommunicated each 
other, which meant that, as a first step toward unity, both sides must put an 
end to the mutual recriminations and must forgive each other. More talks 
on unity should be held and their contents should be published for the 
whole brotherhood to evaluate. 

Once Georgi Vins was released, Alexander Karev invited him to renew 
the unity talks, but Vins insisted on a formal invitation to the CCECB, 
which was his way of demanding recognition of the CCECB as the legiti- 
mate negotiating body. President Ilia G. Ivanov then wrote such a letter 
following which two more discussions were held, .on October 29 and 
December 4, 1969; Only four persons were present at-all four unity talks,” 
which helps account for the problems and illustrates the importance of ne- 
gotiating styles and personal egos. At these. last two sessions, there were 
sharper clashes between the old leadership (Ivanov, Karev, and Motorin) 
and the reformers Kriuchkov and Vins. But once again both sides handed 
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each other suggested repentance statements which the other refused to 
sign. !8 

It was apparent that the AUCECB hoped its concessions plus a pub- 
licized statement on repentance would now lead to reconciliation, whereas 
the CCECB leaders viewed the talks primarily as an opportunity to accept a 
statement of surrender. In addition, the talks were beset with numerous 
other problems. The reports reveal that on both sides there were moderates 
and hard-liners whose differences made negotiation difficult.!® Both sides 
were also negotiating under duress. Immediately after the first two sessions, 
S. T. Golev was brought to trial and sentenced.2° Throughout the dis- 
cussions the reformers could never forget that some of their key leaders 
were imprisoned and they dare not leave them in the lurch. On the other 
side, there was both delegate and state pressure to bring the CCECB back 
into the fold, but not at the cost of a total surrender. The Moscow head of- 
fice as a place of meeting was itself a problem because of the listening ears. 
No one completely trusted anyone because, too often, a Judas had been dis- 
covered on both sides. 


What Kind of Unity? 

The unity talks and subsequent printed exchanges made clear a more 
fundamental problem, namely, that the two sides were talking about two 
different concepts of church unity. A year later the CCECB summarized 
what it meant by declaring that “you cannot be in union with the 
AUCECB and in union with God at the same time.’’%! Already in a letter of 
September 22, 1962, they had declared that they were for unity in Christ 
and for unity with all saints, which included unity of all the ECB churches, 
even unity for the whole church of Christ, but “we are against unity with 
apostates, we are against unity with sinners.’ That meant a visible church 
whose members were prepared to make a judgment on the integrity of their 
fellows.23 Kriuchkov also developed the argument that, whereas the indi- 
vidual. Christian as citizen must be subordinate to the state, the Bible 
nowhere declares that the church must subordinate itself to the state. 

The AUCECB repeatedly stressed unity as the primary concern but 
meant by this a structural unity. Soon it became apparent that structural 
unity must also mean uniformity, official disclaimers notwithstanding.*4 
They felt that unity was a predominant emphasis in the New Testament, 
and they felt it was imperative that the evangelicals should be able to speak 
with a united voice. A united body would also be stronger in negotiating 
situations. A further reason why the AUCECEB set great store by unity was 
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that the state wished it so. In short, the issue was spiritual unity versus orga- 
nizational unity. 

Behind this difference in emphasis lay a fundamental difference on the 
concept of the church. Both sides agreed that the church must consist only 
of members who had made a voluntary commitment, a believers’ church, 
yet they followed divergent tendencies in practice. For example, the 
reformers stressed holiness above unity, with the result that they were 
happy to wait for the attainment of full unity in heaven. As they put it, 
“Our major goal is purity and unity, but above all purity.” The AUCECB 
was more prepared to accept a membership that still showed numerous fail- 
ings. They hoped that sanctification as a continuing process would 
gradually produce more holy living. Such differences in emphasis may be 
insufficient to claim that at its roots the split concerned dogmatic dif- 
ferences, but it is such differences in emphasis that have regularly served to 
distinguish denominations within the free church movement. The Init- 
siationiki holiness emphasis also explained why their concept of the church 
did not include Pentecostals and why in general they rejected ecumenism. 

From the beginning AUCECB spokesmen repeatedly stressed that the 
major threat to unity was pride. Initsiationiki documents, they claimed, 
were filled with a spirit of arrogance, revealing persons who considered 
themselves sinless and saw only the sins of the AUCECB leadership. This 
may have been a tactical cover-up to draw attention away from their own 
mistakes but by 1966 it became apparent that blanket condemnation of 
AUCECB leaders and all its supporters were not followed by humble ad- 
mission of the reformers’ mistakes. Even if it had been possible for Init- 
siatiuniki leaders to affirm that they had always acted from the highest mo- 
tives, that all personal, baser motives had been eliminated, a New Testa- 
ment ethic would have demanded from them that they ought to repent, 
even if they felt this was going the second mile.2¢ Christian reconciliation al- 
ways seeks the best for the other person. This also meant that, although 
Karev and others had legitimate grounds for accusing the reformers of 
pride, their own desperate clinging to office was also an expression of 
unusual self-esteem. The leaders appeared to believe they were indispens- 
able, that the future of the evangelical union depended on keeping them in 
office. 

We have now touched upon the most common and at the same time 
the most tragic cause for the failure of an evangelical union. Whereas the 
Apostle Paul argued that the great mystery which the church must 
demonstrate to the powers was that oneness is possible,2” Soviet evangelicals 
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had been forced to acknowledge defeat. That hurt. Throughout the ne- 
gotiations each side always expected the other to make the bigger con- 
cession. Neither side appeared to be influenced by those spiritual heirs of 
the 1920s, who expressed their faith in nonresistant love.*8 Those early pac- 
ifists had been successfully eliminated. Among Pentecostals and Men- 
nonites that nonresistant mentality was still functioning. That explains why 
those two bodies agreed to subordinate themselves to a union where they 
were treated as second rank. I. K. Pan’ko, shortly before his death, again 
urged fellow Pentecostals to join and stay in the union, because the New 
Testament admonished the Christian to take the attitude of “always 
considering others better than yourselves.’’2° 


A Second Union Develops—CCECB 

The AUCECB agreed to engage in formal discussions with the 
-Orgkomitet leaders only after the reformers announced, in September 1965, 
that they had formed the| Council of Churches of Evangelical Christian- 
Baptists (CCECB). Once the CCECB had formed, it quickly developed a 
momentum of its own and from then on there were, in fact, two ECB 
unions of churches functioning in the Soviet Union. 

The reformers’ first leader, A. F. Prokofiev, ceased to play a leading 
role following his arrest in May 1962. This man, about whom relatively little 
is known, eventually became an embarrassment to the reformers, During 
his five-year term of exile (1967-72) he had circulated one letter which 
reemphasized the sanctification theme,*° but then committed adultery and 
was excommunicated by the CCECB.®! Another gifted and much more 
irenic person, Boris M. Zdorovets, was also eliminated from any influential 
role. After his first ten years of prison and exile (1962-72) he was rearrested 
at a youth rally ten months later and received a further four-year sentence, 

Gennadi K. Kriuchkov and Georgi P. Vins (beginning in August 1963) 


very quickly emerged as the two dominant figures in the movement. Both 


were relatively well educated; Kriuchkov was an electrician, and Vins an 
electrical engineer. Both were young and aggressive, and both were no 
strangers to prison. Vins’s father had been an active evangelical leader in Si- 
beria and the Far East. He was first arrested in Moscow in 1930 at a 
conference of Baptists when Georgi was only two. Young Georgi saw his 
father for short intervals a few years later between two other arrests, but 
after the final arrest in 1937, he never heard from his father again. 

Georgi started attending church in Omsk, Siberia, in 1944 and was 
converted soon after. Baptism followed on June 5, 1945, when he was only 























236 Soviet Evangelicals Since World War II 


seventeen years old. In 1946 he and his mother moved to Kiev where he 
soon started to preach in the registered church located on Spassky Street. 
During these years he continued to study, graduating in 1954 from the Kiev 
Polytechnical Institute as an electrical engineer. He had married Nadezhda 
Ivanovna Lazaruk in January 1952. Nadezhda had been baptized when she 
was fifteen. By October 1961 Georgi Vins, together with other members of 
the local AUCECB affiliate, had spoken out in favor of the reformers’ call 
for a congress. Then in May 1962 he was present for the first time at an 
extended meeting of the Orgkomitet. The following month the church in 
Kiev responded by excommunicating him. Vins and others promptly or- 
ganized a separate unregistered church, where he was elected an evangelist 
in October 1962. The aged Initsiativniki leader A. A. Shalashov came to 
perform the ordination. Finally in August 1963 Georgi Vins left his job in an 
institute and began to work full time for the Orgkomitet, having been 
elected secretary in September 1963.%4 

Kriuchkov was the son of a choir leader and evangelist in Moscow. His 
father, Konstantin Pavlovich, began a three-year prison sentence in 1929 
when Gennadi was only three.35 There were five children in the family, and 
life from then on became very difficult. In 1933 Konstantin Pavlovich was 
forbidden to live in Moscow, and they now began moving from place to 
place. Although in declining health, he was sent to work in the mines in the 
Donbass region, and then again in the mines at Uzlovaia (Tula Oblast). 
After 1955, when Gennadi’s mother died leaving twelve children, 
Konstantin Pavlovich moved back to Moscow, remarried, and became ac- 
tive in the church. He too joined the Initsiatiuniki in 1961 and was the 
presbyter of the Reform Baptist congregation in Moscow until his death in 
1976. 

Young Gennadi Kriuchkov remembered having lived in such faraway 
places as Ashkhabad (Turkmenia), Astrakhan, and the Kalmyk Steppes. 
From 1944 to 1950 he served in the Soviet army. When he returned home 
to Uzlovaia (Tula Oblast) in 1950 he worked as an electrician in the mines. 
In 1951 he was converted and baptized in the Tula Evangelical Christian 
Baptist church and was also married to Lidia Vasilevna. Immediately he 
started to preach. Soon he was elected choir leader, then deacon, and finally 
he became presbyter of the unregistered church in Uzlovaia. Severe state 
pressure on the unregistered churches in Tula Oblast began in 1959 and in 
1961 at a members’ meeting with visitors from the Ukraine present, 
Kriuchkov proposed organizing an initiative group. Soon after, he escaped 
police arrest because he was attending a meeting in Moscow at the time. As 
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a result he left his job, went into hiding, and devoted all his time to the Init- 
siationiki cause.36 

During the early years of the reform movement, Kriuchkov and Vins 
remained at liberty while local church leaders who supported them were ar- 
rested and given prison sentences. The two leaders, both young and 
constantly on the move, managed to keep one step ahead of the pursuing 
authorities. Their supporters staunchly refused to give evidence that might 
incriminate them. This changed after the mass demonstration in Moscow in 
May 1966. Within a few months, both Vins and Kriuchkov were behind 
bars, as well as most of the other leaders. The two men were put on trial 
together and gave an eloquent defense at a trial whose outcome had been 
predetermined.’’ For three years they were kept in prisons, which ruined 
the health of both, especially Vins. Kriuchkov utilized this period of 
enforced idleness for extensive reading and emerged as the reformers’ au- 
thority on Soviet law and philosophy. Vins wrote poetry which was later to 
move the hearts of thousands around the world. 


The Council 

To become a member of the reformers’ leading council (CCECB) was 
much more dangerous than election to the AUCEGB. Perhaps this explains 
why they have never elected a full fifteen-to-seventeen-member council as 
provided for in the statute which they issued in November 1965.38 The 
membership hovered around eleven, with a discouragingly high percentage 
serving what could only be an honorary membership while they were lan- 
guishing in prison. Those that were free spent their time on the road, These 
persons, plus a small corps of evangelists, traveled throughout the Soviet 
Union visiting congregations, trying to win more supporters, maintaining 
the vital communication links, and helping supervise the local leadership. 

The CCECB has demonstrated impressive organizational skills by suc- 
cessfully directing a well-developed, nationwide church program; yet this 
did not appear to be the key quality supporters looked for in the leaders, 
Most of the CCECB members, especially the older men, are held in honor 
as spiritual giants.39 A. A. Shalashov was a key initial leader, who died in 
December 1968 at age seventy-three. 

Born in 1890, he was converted in 1914 and immediately began a 
ministry as evangelist in the Volgo-Kamsk ECB church. He had spent a 
total of nineteen years in prison for his faith and at his death was presbyter 
of the unregistered church in Cheliabinsk. He had made a major contribu- 
tion to the revivals in the fifties.49 
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Ivan Iakovlevich Antonov was somewhat younger, having been born 
into a Russian Orthodox family in Kalinin Oblast in 1919. In 1938 Antonov 
started medical school in Moscow but after the third year the war interfered 
with his studies. In the summer of 1941 he had gained access to a Bible 
which he read for a month with the result that he got rid of his icons. But in 
.the army he took to drinking until in June 1944 he met a young woman 
whose witness led to his decisive conversion. Soon several other soldiers 
were converted through his work with the result that in November 1944 a 
military tribunal sentenced him to ten years in the prison camps in the Far 
North. Soon after his release in August 1954 he was baptized. In December 
1955 he married Lina Korol’kova who had been rehabilitated and released 
in June of that year from a twenty-five-year prison sentence she had 
received in 1950. They. moved to Kirovograd in the Ukraine, joined the 
AUCEGB church and Antonov became secretary to the presbyter. When 
Antonov objected to state interference in the list of baptismal candidates he 
lost his post as secretary and began to baptize young people secretly. In 
spite of this, the congregation elected him presbyter in 1960. From 1962 to 
1965 he worked full time for the Orgkomitet. 

A man with an even stranger story was Dmitri Vasilevich Miniakov 
(1922- ). He had met Christian believers for the first time when he began 
a prison sentence in 1944, He was finally converted in 1949 in the prison 
camp and baptized there, the prisoners having organized their own con- 
gregation. The presbyter of this congregation was transferred to another 
camp in 1950 so fellow prisoners elected Miniakov presbyter and he was or- 
dained by the departing presbyter prisoner! Miniakov was released in 1952 
and moved to the city of Mariinsk (Kemerovo Oblast) where he became the 
local presbyter. In 1958 he moved his family (he had married in 1953) to 
Barnaul, Siberia and was again active as a preacher. Here the congregation 
tried to excommunicate its presbyter Ia. F. Sablin in 1960 because of the lat- 
ter’s close cooperation with the authorities but Sablin went to the au- 
thorities and the church was closed. Miniakov then became the presbyter of 
the unregistered house fellowships that began to meet. When Gennadi 
Kriuchkov visited them in the fall of 1961 the congregation elected Mi- 
niakov as their representative to the Orgkomitet. But he missed out per- 
sonally on much of the subsequent drama in Barnaul since he was in prison 
from 1962 to 1965 and again from 1967, to 1970. 

Still another gifted leader was Kornelius Korneivich Kreker (Kroeker), 
who was born into a Mennonite Brethren family in the Altai region of Si- 
beria in 1920, Although he had a Christian upbringing (his father was ar- 
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rested for his faith in 1988 and never returned), Kreker started studies in a 
pedagogical institute and did not become converted till 1943 in Osinniki 
(Kemerovo Oblast). He had been sent there in 1942 to work as a teacher in 
the Workers’ Army. In 1944 he was baptized in the local ECB church and 
almost immediately after was interrogated by the authorities who expressed 


their usual surprise that an educated man would be religious. Kreker 


remained with the church group that split away when the authorities began 
to interfere. He was ordained presbyter in 1958, served a five-year term in 
exile in the taiga from 1962 to 1967, after which the Initsiationiki elected 
him to work for the CCECB. After a prison term (1968-71) he became a full 
member of the CCECB. 

Another very important leader, although only briefly on the council it- 
self, was young Josef D. Bondarenko, who functioned as the Billy Graham 
of Russia whenever he wasn’t in prison. Bondarenko, born 1947, was first 
arrested at home in Odessa and sentenced to three years in 1962. After a 
brief period of freedom he was sentenced to another three years (1966-69) 
in a strict regime labor camp. Upon his release he was married in a huge 
outdoor ceremony with 2,000 present, which upset the authorities because 
it was more like an evangelistic rally. He therefore spent a number of years 
in hiding but in the three years before his arrest in May 1978 he was leader 
of the church in Riga. Following highly successful evangelistic campaigns in 
the spring of 1978 he was arrested and sentenced to another three years. He 
has four children and suffers from a heart condition since his second arrest.4! 

Soon the responsibilities of the council were eased by the formation of 
regional unions. A precise organizational structure could never develop 
satisfactorily because of the need for secrecy. By 1976 an internal dispute 
had broken out between those who affirmed the necessity of centralized, 
authoritarian leadership by the CCECB over against others arguing for a 
federated structure, where the regional unions would have more power.‘ 
The regional unions were the product of local initiative. 

There is insufficient data available to determine how many regional 
unions there were, but by the mid-sixties there were regional unions in the 
Caucasus, in Siberia and Northern Kazakhstan, in the Baltic region, in 
Moldavia, in the Leningrad area, and probably one or several in the 
Ukraine. The Baltic region represented eighteen or nineteen congrega- 
tions who elected a seven-member presbyter council which met monthly. 
The Siberian union (which included Northern Kazakhstan) consisted of 
nine oblasts, in each of which a senior presbyter had been elected by the 
local.churches. The Siberian union itself met semiannually and usually two 
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or three CCECB members participated. This was a very secret meeting last- 
ing up to two days (without any pause for sleeping) with forty-five to sixty 
people participating. In addition to edificatory preaching, the local regions 
reported their literature needs, how many had been sentenced, and the fi- 
nancial needs of the members, especially those with relatives in prison. 
They discussed general church life and the CCECB reported on its work. 

The entire church program had to be conducted with great secrecy so 
that there was the constant danger of an abuse of power. Participants at all 
levels have affirmed that their activity was highly organized and that all fi- 
nances were recorded and reports were given on a need-to-know basis. Re- 
gionally, church activity was organized sufficiently ‘so that one person 
supervised youth work, another organized transportation, while others were 
responsible for communication, choral work, evangelism, and finance. The 
CCECB statute declared that the council included a department for evan- 
gelism and another for publication, as well as others which remained un- 
named. Other clauses of the statute specified additional activity, and it 
seems evident that the CCECB tried, where possible, to follow the statute 
guidelines. But the major problem was the difficulty of holding a national 
congress and establishing a consensus. A year after the creation of the 
CCECB, a major event took place that Gennadi Kriuchkov later claimed 
had not been organized by the council but was genuinely a grass-roots 
phenomenon. 


. The May Demonstration 

On May 16, 1966, onlookers near the Communist Party Central Com- 
mittee building in Moscow witnessed a mass demonstration that had not 
been organized by the authorities.44 ECB congregations from 130 cities sent 
representatives to Moscow with a petition addressed to Communist Party 
Chairman Leonid Brezhnev. The leaders of the 500 delegates failed to see 
Brezhnev, but did submit the petition. It contained requests for permission 
to hold a congress, for recognition of the CCECB, for an end to religious 
persecution and state interference in church affairs, and for the right to 
receive religious instruction. Initially the authorities did nothing, but on the 
second day the demonstration grew to 600 persons, as members of the 
Moscow registered church joined them. Finally, soldiers, police, and KGB 
officers applied force, physically beating up people and dragging them into 
buses for the trip to prison. Most were released the next day; others received 
fifteen-day sentences. A week later a similar event occurred in Kiev. On 
May 19 Georgi Vins and Mikhail I. Khorev, who had been instructed by the 
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CCECB to find out what had happened to the believers, presented 
themselves at the reception desk of the Central Committee. They were told 
to come back in an hour and a half. When they did so, they were hustled 
into Black Marias for the trip to prison. 

Such mass demonstrations were an embarrassingly public protest 
against the new wave of religious persecution that had been resumed that 
winter.** The Western world soon learned of the event, although newsmen 
encountered the same restrictions as at the Sinyevsky-Daniel trial. Aside 


from the many people who received fifteen-day sentences, the authorities 


began tracing down the local leaders of the Reform Baptists. Thirty-one 
were arrested in the month of May alone, but arrests continued throughout 
the summer—a total of 128 persons were arrested, bringing the total 
prisoner list to 202. Arrests continued in the following year, until in August 
1968 the number of Baptist prisoners peaked at 240.46 


The Council of Prisoners’ Relatives 

The CCECB might have been destroyed had it not been for the work 
of the Council of Prisoners’ Relatives (CPR). This remarkable organization 
held its first meeting in February 1964 and very likely organized the May 
demonstration. Nothing is known about the first leaders, but after Georgi 
Vins’s arrest, his mother, Lidia, became the dominant personality in the 
CPR. Not only had Lidia Vins suffered through the agonies of losing her 
husband in prison, and raising her son alone, but she had also lost a brother 
and a sister-in-law in the Stalinist persecution.47 She now. demonstrated 
unshakable courage, an organizing talent, and had a flair for utilizing world 
public opinion. Under her guidance, letters of protest were sent to nu- 
merous high-level state agencies, as well as to leading church organizations 
abroad. A characteristic letter, composed at the second All-Union Congress 
of Prisoners’ Relatives, gave a historical suryey and cited hard evidence to 


illustrate the complaints.** Not only had 524 persons been imprisoned since _ 


1961, of which forty-four were women, there had been an additional 391 
receiving fifteen-day prison sentences while they had evidence for a total of 
8,648 interrogations of believers, including 390 children who had been in- 
terrogated. Church members had now paid a total of 94,300 rubles in fines. 
In other letters they listed a bibliography of propaganda articles from 
central, regional, and provincial newspapers which, contrary to the law, 
abused the feelings of believers by calling them fanatics, barbarians, pigs, 
dope addicts, hypocrites, or obscurantists.“° 

Between 1965 and 1970 the CPR collected data on prisoners, helped 

















242 Soviet Evangelicals Since World War Il 


circulate appeals and addressed great numbers of telegrams and letters on 
behalf of all the believers to higher authorities. Finally, in 1969 the council 
was able to hold its first All-Union congress, which greatly helped to orga- 
nize and systematize the information. A second congress met the following 
year, again in secret, on December 12-13, 1970. All of the leaders were 
either in prison or had gone underground to escape the authorities. But the 
CPR appeared to be even more upset by the arrest of its leader Lidia Vins 
on December 1, 1969. The appeals were to no avail, and Lidia Vins, in spite 
of her age and ill health, spent three years in prison.5° 

With the arrest of Lidia Vins, CPR leadership was taken over by a 
younger woman named Galina Rytikova. Rytikova’s husband, Peter, was an 
evangelist and candidate member of the CCECB. With him in prison, she 
was left to struggle for survival for herself and their six children. Rytikova 
has remained the leader of the CPR to the present and has put her stamp on 
the organization by introducing the Bulletin.» 

The Bulletin became the regular journal of the CPR; the organizers 
promised to issue it on a quarterly basis. The reformers had circulated a 


journal called Herald of Salvation from the beginning, but it appeared at — 


highly irregular intervals and suffered extensively when the key leaders who 
provided its spiritual content were imprisoned. The CCECB published its 
own newspaper, Fraternal Leaflet, beginning’ in 1965, but it literally 
remained a leaflet appearing bimonthly. It took awhile for the Bulletin to 
become regular, but by 1974 it was appearing almost bimonthly. 

In the early years, the Bulletin varied between twenty-five and eighty 
pages of information, which had been laboriously hand-lettered and then 
duplicated by hectograph process. This also meant that each issue was 
hand-lettered numerous times onto stencils in order to attain the necessary 
circulation. Later most issues were typed but duplication remained a prob- 
lem. Almost all of the Bulletiny (up to No. 72 by the end of 1979) have 
reached the West and provide a major source for the history of the move- 
ment.®2 The Bulletin included letters from prisoners, copies of appeals to 
the state, biographical information and, at regular intervals, an updating of 
the prisoners’ list. 

Through its Bulletin, therefore, the CPR has emerged as second 
spokesman for the CCECB and reflects a more intense negativist tone than 
the CCECB itself. The fact that women dominate it also represents a prob- 
lem for the reformers. Reform Baptists even more than AUCECB members 
place a very heavy emphasis on the subordination of women and feel un- 
comfortable that women are often the de facto leaders of their movement. 
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The Tula Congress 

Unity talks failed in 1969 but there was a mood of optimism, especially 
since many had completed their prison terms. CCECB officials submitted a 
request to the state authorities in Tula for permission to hold a congress, 
and, to their surprise, three days before the congress began on December 6, 
they received notice of official permission. This may have been an ignorant 
mistake by the Tula city council, although it is possible that the Moscow au- 
thorities were hopeful that the last session of joint talks between the two 
unions, which took place on December 4, might actually lead to reconcilia- 
tion. Another factor may have been that the state hoped hereby to gain 
more details of Initsiativniki activity. In any case, shortly thereafter per- 
mission was withdrawn and the CCECB has been treated as an illegal orga- 
nization by the Soviet authorities to the present day. 

One hundred and twenty persons representing Central Russia, the 
Urals, Siberia, Northern Caucasus, the Ukraine, Moldavia, Belorussia, the 
Baltic, Kazakhstan, Central Asia, Azerbaidzhan, and Georgia met in the un- 
registered prayer house in Tula, which was the personal residence of N. L 
Vladykin.53 Kriuchkov opened the meeting with prayer, and communion 
followed. The agenda was not very long, and the one-day session lasted 
from 10:00 a.m. to 10:30 p.m. The CCECB report was presented in two 
parts. M. T. Shaptala, presbyter in Khartsyzsk (Donetsk Oblast), had been 
elected to take temporary leadership while Kriuchkov and the others were 
in prison. He reported that since 1966 they had had only one meeting with 
the Council of Religious Affairs and had immediately reported to the 
church on this through the journal, Bratskii Listok. Two meetings had been 
held with the AUCECB in April and May 1969, and Shaptala also noted 
that the shortcomings of certain local presbyters had been reported to their 
local congregations for appropriate action. 

Gennadi Kriuchkov as elected chairman then reported on the brief pe- 
riod from May to December 1969, which was primarily a report on the 
latest unity talks. The congress then took a unanimous decision to reject the 
invitation to attend the AUCECB congress because they were invited 
without voting rights. . 

The third point on the agenda concerned relations to the AUCECB, 
but this was quickly covered by the decision not to attend the congress. 
Subsequent declarations from the CCECB not only repeated their convic- 
tion that the Moscow leadership had not changed, but also warned local 
churches to avoid all ties with the AUCECB. But the Tula conference tried 
to clarify the misunderstanding in the general public, which seemed to 
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think that the CCECB was opposed to registration. 

Six congregations registered by the state were represented at the 
conference. The conference body also approved a declaration to the 
churches which urged all congregations to apply for registration on the basis 
of a new declaration form prepared by the CCECB leadership.5* A year 
later the CCECB issued a position statement which declared that almost all 
of their congregations had submitted registration requests to the authorities, 
and the council itself had submitted the minutes of the Tula conference 
plus a list of the elected members to the state organs. “Is there a lawyer who 
can, after all this, call the activities of the Council of Churches and the ECB 
congregations illegal?” they asked.’ They went on to state that recently 
they had said little about persecutions even though these were continuing 
and had taken other practical steps to regulate relations with the authorities, 
such as notifying them where meetings of the brethren would take place. 

The elections also reflected a sense of hope. All members of the pre- 
vious council were reelected except $. Kh. Tsurkan and A. §. Goncharov, 
who refused reelection for reasons of age and health. Three of these council 
members (J. Ia. Antonov, D. V. Miniakov, and S. T. Golev) were still in 
prison. Following the election, Gennadi Kriuchkov then proposed that two 
other persons who had been elected temporarily earlier should be elected to 
the council. The congress then approved the election of M. T. Shaptala and 


P. V. Rumachik.58 With great optimism the congress dispatched a letter to 


Premier Kosygin in which they reported the names of those elected (except 
the three in prison) and went on: 


On the basis of their election, we ask you to regard the CCECB workers 


as having the legal right to be freed from work in industry and that you . 


give directives accordingly to the organs not to hinder them in carrying 
out the work entrusted to them. 


As if to emphasize that they were not being provocatory but simply de- 
manding their legal rights, they went on to say: 


The activity of the CCECB is not connected with the violation of social 
order nor infringing the rights of citizens, and does not concern itself 


with social-political or similar questions, only inner church religious 


questions, © 


The letter also requested similar rights for its evangelists. 
Premier Alexei Kosygin did not reply personally. But the answer was 
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soon clear. Kriuchkov and Vins were both ordered to work in industry and 
Vins’s wages were garnished. Only a few days after the conference, M. I: 
Khorev was arrested, and following a secret trial, was sentenced to three 
years in prison.§! Numerous CCECB leaders followed, and by the end of 
the year both Kriuchkov and Vins went into hiding. Vins successfully 
eluded the authorities till March 1974. Kriuchkov, on the other hand, is still 
sought. Kriuchkov’s portrait, for example, was included on bulletin boards 
along with other most-wanted criminals. In 1974 his wife discovered that a 
listening device had been installed in their apartment, and Kriuchkov has 
had other narrow escapes. 


Major Activity 

In spite of the unrelieved pressure since 1969, the CCECB has suc- 
ceeded in carrying out a remarkable program of activity. Members of the 
council tried to meet annually, although sometimes the meeting could be 
completed only after several short interruptions while they fled from one 
house to another to avoid capture. In 1972, when all were free except P. G. 
Rumachik, the council membership was expanded. In May 1976 at 
another secret congress Gennadi Kriuchkov delivered a major report by 
means of a tape recorder. At a second meeting in December the de facto 
general secretary (Vins was in prison) I. Ia. Antonov reported.® 

One activity that turned out to be futile was their request to have the 
legislation on religion revised in order to make it conform to the freedom of 
conscience promised by Lenin in 1918. Detailed proposals were submitted 
beginning April 14, 1965, to Brezhnev as president of the commission for 
drafting a new constitution. More suggestions followed when the Brezhnev 
constitution was published in the spring of 1977, but to no avail.*6 

A more successful program was evangelization. Some of the evan- 
gelists were appointed by the CCECB, which supported them financially 
and arranged evangelistic tours for them. Gerhard Hamm, a leader in the 
Baltic, was one such evangelist whose work the authorities tried to hinder.®7 
A fellow believer who owned an automobile drove him to a train station in 
the next city in order to avoid the police who were waiting for him at the 
train station. When he arrived at his destination and found that others 
besides believers were expecting him, he traveled onward to the next sta- 
tion, where someone then took him to the evangelistic rally. Exactly where 
that meeting was to be held was determined only a few hours in advance, 
and by the time the authorities caught up, Gerhard Hamm had already 
returned home. Young Peter Peters had a special appeal for young people 
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and often participated in the semiannual regional youth rallies that were 
held. The authorities knew that on May-day and on November 7 (an- 
niversary of the Revolution) Reform Baptist young people would be meet- 
ing somewhere in the hills or woods for a large rally and tried to prevent this 
happening. Once they sealed off an entire town in Kazakhstan, but the 
young people who had gathered refused to let the authorities enter the 
house to arrest the leaders until under cover of darkness they could be 
spirited away. These youth rallies usually resulted in tens of new converts. 

Another major activity upset the authorities even more. One expert has 
observed that all the court cases concerning Initsiativniki in 1966, the year 
of the greatest arrests, were connected with children’s work.” Religious 
educational material was widely circulated in Samizdat. In one rather sad 
incident, two young girls, Maria Braun and Elena Chernetskaia, decided to 
continue their Sunday school activity even though pressure was increasing. 
Maria declared that, if it had to be, they would hold Sunday school for the 
children at five o'clock in the morning. Both girls were arrested, tried and 
sentenced to five years in prison. Three years later the terrible conditions in 
a women’s prison brought their results. Maria Braun announced she had 
broken with religion, and she became a prized propagandist for atheism.7! 

A less-publicized activity was the financial aid given to prisoners’ 
families. The families of prisoners, as well as those of persons who were 
unemployed, received no state aid, and therefore the absence of a 
breadwinner placed the family under severe financial hardship. Very often, 
as well, part of the prisoner's punishment was the confiscation of all his 
movable property. The CPR was vital in organizing relief, much of the 
money coming from abroad. 

Lidia Vins at a recent meeting in West Germany recalled how things 
had changed since the 1930s when her husband disappeared into the prison 
camps. Then their home had been confiscated, everyone else was poor and 
as relatives of prisoners they received no ration cards. But she had relied on 
Jesus’ promise that “I will not leave you fatherless.” From time to time, in 
the evenings, someone would knock on their window and there they would 
find food. Who was the unseen donor? It was the deputy director of the 
state bank. Apparently he helped them because his wife was a believer.” 

Now since the establishment of the Council of Prisoners’ Relatives, the 
whole church knew the details about the prisoners and their families. Soviet 
legislation prohibits the church from providing aid to prisoners, but the 
CCECB had informed the government that all their families would be sup- 
ported. This was a rather bold promise, Lidia Vins acknowledged, but so far 
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they had managed to keep it. Their first task as CPR had been to make 
certain that no one went hungry even if the breadwinner was in prison or in 
hiding. Then they made sure that the schoolchildren had adequate clothing 
for school. Next they arranged for adequate bedding and heating. Once the 
financial aid from the West reached them, they were finally able to ensure 
that. prisoners’ families did not live worse than other families. Yet another 
major. problem was to help returning prisoners find work because many 
managers were afraid to employ them lest the authorities show displeasure. 

Without doubt, state authorities have been most irritated by another 
activity that they have been unable to stop. In 1971 the CCECB journal 
Braiskii Listok (Fraternal Leaflet) declared that since 1966 they had been 
appealing to the government printing presses to print 10,000 Bibles and 5, 
000 hymnbooks and other literature. Since this was refused, they had 
started their own press, they announced, which they had naméd Khris- 
tianin.73 After 1971 most copies of Bratskii Listok were printed, and soon it 
became apparent that one of their printing presses was capable of printing 
on both sides of a sheet of paper. This was no mean achievement. In addi- 
tion to conducting everything in secret, the reformers were forced to con- 
struct their own printing press because all duplicators or presses in the Soviet 
Union are registered and a careful watch is kept on all paper supplies. 

Khristianin was the name of a semi-independent publishing house 
which was closer to the CCECB than to the CPR but also made its services 
available to other evangelicals. The authorities soon discovered that once 
they had confiscated one press, there were others that could continue the 
work. For example, in 1974, after.a careful and prolonged search, a printing 
press was discovered in Latvia and seven workers were arrested.”4 Two days 
after the arrests, the Khristianin publishing house was already printing 
photos of those arrested plus the full story. Another printing press was dis- 
covered in 1977 but the work of Khristianin continues.” 

Khristianin’s ability to survive is not only a dramatic expression of the 
tremendous hunger for religious literature, it is also an illustration of 
widespread Christian cooperation under the most severe circumstances. 
One printing press was run by a small electric motor which used only a 
small amount of electric current so that a high electric bill would not betray 
the press location. Usually the press was started by hand in order to over- 
come the initial inertia, after which the motor could run the machine on its 
own. It was constructed out of washing machine wringer rollers, bicycle pe- 
dals and chains, and other assorted materials. It could be packed into five 
small suitcases at very short notice and be hand-carried elsewhere. But for 
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this press to function, supporters throughout the country were busy strip- 
ping off bark from trees in Northern Siberia, burning tires and finding other 
scraps of the correct metal, which were melted down and cooked together 
in order to provide the proper chemical mixture for making ink and other 
necessities. There was no typesetter, but some of the workers, who spent up 
to two years literally underground, were engaged in the laborious task of 
finding perfectly shaped letters in other printed books in order to provide 
typeset equivalent master sheets which were then photographed. Since no 
single person could buy more than a ream of paper without attracting suspi- 
cion, there were literally hundreds of persons involved in collecting paper 
and transporting it. 

It is difficult to obtain accurate statistics on Khristianin production 
achievements. It has printed a number of books, including Pilgrim's 
Progress, New Testaments, songbooks, and some books by Charles Spur- 
geon: In 1968 the first copies of the Gospel of John were distributed, and 
congregations received fifteen copies each. Finally, in the spring of 1978, 
Khristianin printed its first Bibles.” 

The organizing geniuses behind the publication work were Georgi 
Vins (until his arrest in 1974) and Gennadi Kriuchkov. Many other key indi- 
viduals have devoted their lives to this work but their.names can become 
public only when they are arrested. Local AUCECB churches secretly sup- 
port this work and have also shared in the distribution, but here, too, the 
less said, the better. 


Bleak Prospects for the Seventies 

After 1969, the AUCECB gave up on a formal reconciliation, turning 
its attention to winning Initsiativniki back locally. They also became much 
more aggressive in seeking the support-of the unregistered churches so that 
the decade of the seventies became a period when more churches were 
registering each year. 

A shift in state policy also became apparent. After 1966 many con- 
gregations discovered it was again possible to obtain registration. By 1969 
state officials were actually offering registration to churches that had 
requested it in. vain for the past several decades. The purpose behind this 
was clear, and the CCECB issued very sharp warning statements.”” The lat- 
ter felt that the authorities were intent on permitting a large number of con- 
gregations to obtain. autonomous registration. These would then be permit- 
ted to form a new, legalized Council of Churches of Evangelical Christian 
Baptists and thereby the CCECB would be left without a. constituency. 
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That may have been an over-reaction, since most of the autonomous regis- 
tration was given to Pentecostal and Mennonite congregations. 

In the decade of the seventies the reports of the religious situation for 
ECB churches became increasingly contradictory. AUCECB congregations 
reported increased freedom, whereas the CPR had negative news to report. 
In spite of world pressure, Georgi Vins was sentenced to five years’ im- 
prisonment plus five years exile. At the end of the prison term he was 
deported to America in exchange for Soviet. spies, effectively terminating 
his influence on the churches. Kriuchkov is only one of a number of leaders 
who are hunted like criminals,”8 

Christian mothers became increasingly concerned that the authorities 
would carry out their threats to take their children away because they were 
not being raised in a spirit of communism. For the CCECB, this contradic- 
tion in conditions seemed evidence enough that the Moscow leadership was 
still cooperating in the church’s destruction. The CCECB no longer desired 
the unification because it was not possible to join light and darkness. Yet 
their members locally were becoming tired of the tension that life in a 
CCECB congregation required and became increasingly uncomfortable 
with the unbending attitudes of its leaders. 


Some Open Questions ; _ 

The split became permanent after 1969. Living conditions for CCECB 
churches are now so difficult that their ability to survive is questionable. 
Not only have the moderates and those who are tired returned to AUCECB 
churches, in Siberia, Northern Kazakhstan, and the Baltic region many of 
the key leaders emigrated to West Germany before they realized that state 
policy had made it easier for leaders to emigrate. Each one promised help 
from abroad and left only after a replacement was assured, but some loss in 
quality is apparent. , 

How realistic are the appeals of the Reform Baptists? Will the laws 
change to permit freedom of religion in the classic liberal sense? Will their 
union eventually receive legalization? 

There is a deeper and more disturbing question. Was it realistic to ex- 
pect broad support among fellow Christians for their uncompromising 
stance that the church must be completely separated from the state? When - 
taken to its full consequences as the Initsiativniki have done, how many of 
the Christians in North America would follow their stance? Or did they ex- 
pect from the beginning that they would remain a remnant that would be 
persecuted? > 
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Has the AUCEGB really gained by fighting the split? Can their slogan 
for unity—“On essentials, unity; on secondary matters, freedom; and in 
everything, love’—ever become more than a defensive statement to 
preserve unity? Can it provide the basis for an offensive program, or is that 
possible only as long as a specifically Baptist viewpoint dominates? 

Perhaps the much-discussed split among evangelicals soon lost its sig- 


nificance for believers in the provinces because the daily questions of Chris- 


tian life were more immediate and urgent. 
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colleague Elena—five years. These observers noted that she had remained steadfast 
during the first three years but lost her faith during those two years when she had re- 
lied on herself! Conditions in Soviet women’s prisons are frightening for Christian or 
other decent women. 
ea Author's notes on meeting in Paderborn, West Germany, September 29, 

73, AS 878, 879. The first printed version of BL was 7-8/71 (AS 880). 

74, They were: Vitalii I. Pidchenko (1941), Ekaterina I. Gritsenio (1943), Vik- 
tor A. Pikalov (1950), Zinaida P. Tarasova (1942), Ida D. Korotun (1938), Tatiana S. 
Kozhemiakina (1987), and Nadezhda G. L’vova (1946) (Bulletin 18). 

75. Arrested were: Ivan I. Leven (1928), David I. Koop (1931), Liudmila Zait- 
seva (1946), Larisa Zaitseva (1950). A printed announcement with photos appeared 
soon after. Recently one Khristianin co-worker developed cancer. Instead of obtain- 
ing treatments at a nearby hospital, this co-worker bade farewell, then left for a 
distant city to die in unknown surroundings in order not to betray the work. She had 
devoted ten of her 40 years to the secret press. Another press was discovered in 
Dnepropetrovsk in January 1980. The four arrested received three year prison terms. 
In June 1980 still another printing press was found in the village of Glivenki, Kra- 
snodarskii Krai. There were four arrests. ; 

76. Nachrichten von den Feldern der Verfolgung, Nov.-Dec./78, pp. 9-10. 



































954 Soviet Evangelicals Since World War Il We want to remind you, brothers, of the troubles we had in 
the province of Asia. The burdens laid upon us were so heavy 
that we gave up all hope of being alive. We felt that the death 


77. BL, 1-8/75; 4/75 reprinted in RCDA, 4-9/75, pp. 114-20. sentence had been passed on us. But this happened so that 
: 78. For a more detailed recent assessment see my article, “The Reform we should rely not on ourselves, but only on God, who raises 
Baptists Today,” RCL, 1/80. pp. 28-38. the dead. 


—2 Corinthians 1:8-10 








9 Life in the Provinces: Moscow Is 
Not Asia, Siberia, nor Even Kiev 

















Moscow is not the Soviet Union. It may be the capital of a highly . 
centralized state and the headquarters of a highly centralized evangelical 
union, but life in the provinces is often very different. In fact, the word 
province ’is inadequate to suggest the differences between the different re- 
publics that make up the Soviet Union. A tour of the Baltic, the Ukraine, 
Russia, Siberia, and Central Asia is like visiting that many different worlds. 

Already in 1947 President Zhidkov had claimed that twelve nationality 
groupings were included in their union.! There were Russians, Ukrainians, 
Belorussians (White Russians), Latvians, Estonians, Lithuanians, Karelo- 
| Finns, Romanians, Hungarians, Moldavians, Georgians, and Armenians. At 
the All-Union congress in 1974, an additional five nationalities were 
represented: Germans, Poles, Bulgarians, Mordvinians, and Gagaus.? A 
handy, widely accepted name for this motley group is Russian Baptists. But 
we do them an injustice if we assume that they are all Russians and that 
they are all Baptists. 

Already in the 1920s, non-Russian evangelicals complained about a 
russification tendency which they detected in Prokhanov’s Evangelical 
Christian Union.’ The statute of that union, in fact, stipulated that the 
World Alliance of Evangelical Christians could become a reality only under ° 
Russian leadership. The postwar AUCECB evangelical body disclaims a 
russification policy. But already in 1948 an article praising the great Russian 
language appeared in Bratskii Vestnik. It urged all ECB members to strive 
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to speak a good Russian. “Love of the Russian language is one of the 
manifestations of our love to our great motherland.”4 The Russian language 
is the official language of the Soviet Union, but more than 20 percent of the 
population is unable to speak Russian. That includes some of the AUCECB 
leaders. At the 1974 congress, quite a few delegates expressed a wish to read 
the Bible and even Bratskii Vestnik in their mother tongue. 


The Ukraine 

At least 46 percent (some experts argue it is over 50 percent) of the 
AUCECB membership is in the Ukraine. When delegates met for the All- 
Union congress in 1974, the 213 Ukrainian representatives completely filled 
one side of the church, a visible expression of their influence. In 1960 the 
Moscow leadership had thought that the only way to survive was for them 
to issue a church statute dictated by the state. But the survival of: Soviet 
evangelicals was in essence due much more to its great strength in the 
Ukraine. This was the area where Stundism had begun and it was an area of 
rapid growth during the 1920s. The western parts of present-day Ukraine 
had been. outside Soviet territory during the inter-war period and had been 


spared Stalinist persecutions. When these territories were incorporated, it 
‘meant that well-organized churches, often led by presbyters with Bible 


school training received in Danzig (Pentecostal) or Lodz (Baptist), could 
now help their weaker brothers in the east. Between 1952. and 1965 the 
evangelicals in the Ukraine increased by 47 percent, with over half of these 
representing converts from Orthodoxy, and possibly also from the Uniate 
Church that was violently suppressed after the war.® 

The Soviet state fully recognized the importance of the Ukraine, and 
its influence is apparent in the appointment of two key church officials to 
lead the Ukrainian church. Metropolitan Nikolai, often more powerful than 
the patriarch himself, headed up postwar reconstruction efforts for the Or- 
thodox Church in the Ukraine. A. L. Andreev performed a parallel role as 
AUCECB senior presbyter for the Ukraine. Andreev was a Russian, an 
Evangelical Christian, who reigned for twenty-one years over a 
membership that was more Baptist than Evangelical Christian. From the 
beginning he usually had several assistants. His first assistant was F. G, 
Patkovskii, a major Baptist representative in the union. When the Pentecos- 
tals, joined the union a year later, D. I. Ponomarchuk became a second 
assistant senior. presbyter to represent Pentecostal interests or,-more ac- 
curately, to persuade Pentecostals to join the union.7 

Andreev was already sixty years of age in 1945, so. that it soon became 
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necessary for his assistants to visit the congregations while Andreev issued 
directives from Kiev and periodically called provincial senior presbyters to 
Kiev for consultation. There were usually twenty-three or twenty-five senior 
presbyters under his jurisdiction who were usually appointed by Moscow, 
but Andreev made the actual decisions. Sometimes, as, for example, in 
Lvov, in 1954, he removed the entire leadership and brought in others 
from elsewhere and enforced their acceptance.’ The oblasts varied in size; 
some senior presbyters were responsible for thirty churches, while others 
had 150 churches. Generally speaking, he maintained the closest ties with 
the nearby oblasts such as Kiev, Dnepropetrovsk, and Zaporozh’e, and, as a 
result, it was these senior presbyters who eventually succeeded him. 

From 1948 to 1956 A. I. Mitskevich (also of Evangelical Christian 
stock) served as his deputy, making many visits throughout the Ukraine. 
Mitskevich was generally appreciated.° He then moved to Moscow, and his 
place was taken by N. N. Melnikov, who had provided strong leadership 
for fifty-seven churches in Dnepropetrovsk Oblast. There were many Pente- 
costals in this region, and Mel nikov had been fairly successful in bringing 
them into the union and maintaining cooperation with Pentecostal leaders 
in his region. One of these, G. G. Ponurko, succeeded him as oblast senior 
presbyter.!° Officially, Mel’nikov served only as senior presbyter for the 
entire Ukraine from 1966 until 1974, when he was forced into retirement. 
But he had placed his stamp on the Ukrainian organization for a period of 
eighteen years. In the end, delegates voted to dismiss him and successfully 
pushed through the election of a relatively inexperienced but highly ad- 
mired younger man named Jacob K. Dukhonchenko. 

Melnikov had come to be disliked for his authoritarian ways and his 
sharp defense of the AUCECB against the CCECB, but it would be unfair 
to include him among those chirch officials whose loyalty to the church.was 
in question. When he finally became senior presbyter in his own right, a 
presbyter council of six persons was created to assist him. These were I. Ia. 
Tatarchenko and I. Ja. Kaliuzhnyi, who became his deputies, while F. R. 
Astakhov, D. D. Shapovalov, and N. V. Kuzmenko (the latter representing 
Pentecostals) became assistant senior presbyters, and young M. V. Mel'nik 
served as full-time secretary.'! These divided the responsibilities, and in the 
first years Melnikov often called all, the senior presbyters. together. for 
consultation, but by 1969 his new deputy, I. S. Gnida, complained that 
Me nikov had stopped this again. ; 

Another structural strength for the Uleinian organization was.that it 
had its own treasury for conducting Ukrainian affairs. At the congress in 
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1974, treasurer Mitskevich complained that some regions were not giving 
their fair share to Moscow and used the Ukraine as an illustration, 
Mel nikov was highly offended and insisted that he was sure they had given 
three times as much as Mitskevich said, but there have been subsequent in- 
dications that Kiev only follows reluctantly when Moscow calls, 

If the Ukraine was a revival center during the early years and again in 
the fifties,'3 there has also been rapid growth in the seventies. Why this 
should be so remains somewhat of a mystery. The Ukrainians themselves 
prefer to attribute this to the work of the Holy Spirit in their midst, but they 
do acknowledge that Ukrainians are often more ardent, emotional, perhaps 
also more responsive to faith. This feature also characterizes the Pentecos- 
tals and the Reform Baptists in the Ukraine. 

Yet one constant problem has been the shortage of presbyters, In 1953 
N. I. Vysotskii declared that in recent years the number of ordained 
presbyters had nearly doubled, so that, at the moment, only one fifth of the 
congregations still had no ordained presbyter. Around this time there were 
1,800 congregations. In 1974, even though the number of congregations 
had decreased through fusing local groups and closing many, still, out of the 
1,033 presbyters in the Ukraine, 270 were not ordained. But the new 
senior presbyter Jacob Dukhonchenko did draw attention to the fact that 
many new, younger men had been elected to office and they were trying 
hard to encourage the election of younger, better educated leaders. He 
wished that the theological correspondence course could take more 
students. At that time 55 Ukrainians had completed the course. 16 

It is also difficult to explain why there should be large groups of 
Reform Baptists!” and independent Pentecostals in the Ukraine. A possible 
reason for the latter phenomenon is that Pentecostals are particularly strong 
in those regions of the Western Ukraine, such as Rovno and Volhynia, 
which had close links to the Pentecostals in Poland before the war. This 
movement developed a Bible school in Danzig, whose students played a 
leading role in the Western Ukraine. '8 Perhaps, some might argue, the 
more ebullient Ukrainian character was especially responsive to the emo- 
tionalism of Pentecostalism, but this was also the area most frequently 
visited by foreign preachers once tourism resumed. Many of these, as well 
as several radio programs, were Pentecostalist in character. 


Belorussia and Moldavia 
The Belorussians speak their own language and have their own tradi- 
tions even though they are dwarfed by their Ukrainian neighbors. The 
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evangelical movement began here relatively late in the early 1920s. Stories 
about evangelical life in this area are attractive enough to make one want to 
live there, but there are also stories that one would rather not have 
experienced. It is indeed strange to hear about a senior presbyter who 
preached but whom the believers referred to behind his back as comrade 
rather than brother. Senior Presbyter K. S. Veliseichik, who had Moscow 
support, became the leader of the republic in 1958 and remained in office 
till 1976. He was a very energetic leader who also represented the 
AUCECB on the WCC executive committee, but locally he was heavily 
criticized for forcing adherence to the 1960 statute. !9 

His predecessor, V. N. Chechnev (1882-1958), had been very different. 
Chechnev began his service in the Ukraine (Dnepropetrovsk Oblast) and 
was sent by Ivan Prokhanov to Minsk (Belorussia) in 1924 because an 
experienced worker was needed there to organize church growth. 
Chechnev remained at his post till his death, also serving as an AUCECB 
member after 1948. He was a wise leader who read extensively and was 
especially respected for his loving manner.2° The present senior presbyter, 
Ivan Bukatyi, attended the Swedish Baptist Seminary and is also highly 
respected?! 

Belorussia has the second largest concentration of Pentecostals, Until 
1949 the senior presbyter was assisted by a Pentecostal. This was I. K. 
Pan’ko (1901-1964), who bears primary responsibility for successfully bring- 
ing the Belorussian Pentecostals into the union. Even a term of imprison- 
ment (1949-55) did not alter his deep commitment to the unity.22 It was not 
until 1966 that another Pentecostal, L. S. Vladyko, began to exercise a 
similar leadership role. Vladyko became a candidate member of the 
AUCECB in 1969 and a full member a decade later. The Belorussian Re- 
public, with its 10,000 members, also has a structure whereby the senior 
presbyter is assisted by five oblast senior presbyters.25 

No doubt the strictness of Veliseichik and his assistant, M. N. 
Germanovich (Brest Oblast), helped trigger the split in Belorussia, but state 
officials did their part through severe methods. From 1961 to 1965 only 
eight persons served prison sentences, but during the next two years an ad- 
ditional twenty-five persons were sentenced to prison. In 1978 the entire 
prison alumni met for a reunion. The group totaled forty-eight persons, 
including six women.”4 

Imprisonment of leaders did not stop the work nor reduce the boldness 
of the believers. The Reform Baptist church in Brest with a membership 
over 800 was finally offered state registration without conditions several 
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years ago, and then began the negotiations for an adequate church build- 
ing. When the authorities refused one church building, the believers sug- 
gested that they should take over the atheist club since only ten persons at- 
tended it anyway. That, too, was refused, as well as an unused Roman 
Catholic church, so finally the believers told the authorities that, if they did 
not receive a building, they would divide up into fifteen small groups and 
meet in houses! This church also had many young people. After the eve- 
ning service, which had lasted from six to eight o'clock, the youth 
conducted their own service, which went on till 11:00 p.m. Upon question- 
ing, the presbyter replied that he could do nothing about it because the 300 
young people had so much enthusiasm they would simply meet in spite of 
any cautions he might give. 

An AUCECB church demonstrated its own boldness and creativity. 
Once, when a foreign visitor attended, the local plenipotentiary for the 
Council for Religious Affairs suddenly arrived to attend the service. The 
presiding minister called on one of his preachers, who delivered an excellent 
sermon on the Christian’s duty to the state. The next preacher preached 
about the Bible, emphasizing how important it is that the contents of the 
Bible should also be in one’s heart. But it was not good, the preacher stated, 
if only one person in a hundred had the possibility of holding a Bible in his 
hands, It would be much better that each person had a Bible. Then the con- 
gregation stood for prayer, and one of the sisters managed to convert her 
prayer into an appeal to God and the state official. She began with profuse 
thanksgiving for the many blessings, and for their freedoms, especially the 
freedom to be able to meet together for prayer. Then she went on to ask 
God to help Leonid Brezhnev so that Brezhnev could see his way through 
to granting them a new prayer house. She also prayed for the pleni- 
potentiary, saying he was a good man, and asked God to help him do his 
work well. The service closed, the state official left, got into his car and 
drove away. The guest speaker had assumed he would not be invited to 
preach, but as soon as the state official was gone, the local leader invited 
everyone back into the church and the guest preached for two more hours! 

On the southwestern border of the Soviet Union is Moldavia, which 
has a very different history, more closely linked to Romania. After the war, 
Ilia Ivanov was sent there to reorganize and rebuild churches which had 
been destroyed during the war. I. T. Slobodchikov then became the senior 
presbyter (1946-49).?6 He liad studied four years at Bucharest at a seminary 
and was obviously well qualified. But in 1949 he was demoted to assistant 
senior presbyter and F. R. Astakhov replaced him. Astakhov had been 
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moved there from Siberia and now administered the church with authoritar- 
ianism. According to the reformers, after the local church had excommuni- 
cated him, he was finally moved to the Caucasus and spent the early sixties 
as an assistant to Andreev in the Ukraine.2” Astakhov was succeeded by the 
Pentecostal leader D. I. Ponomarchuk, who helped improve relations with 
the Pentecostals but that did not prevent the Initsiativniki split.2* 

The Initsiativniki leader in Moldavia, $. Kh. Tsurkan, was an older, 
highly respected presbyter in a registered church, who became a member of 
the Orgkomitet in 1962.2 He and a younger associate, | M. I. Khorev, 
regularly organized large meetings in the forest near Kishinev. An atheist 
source claims that the reformers established twenty congregations totalling 
no more than 400 persons, but that appears to be a major understatement 
considering the attention paid to the movement in Moldavia. 

Moldavia had the unhappy distinction of becoming another Barnaul 
when a young twenty-one-year-old Moldavian soldier was tortured to death 
in 1970. The story of Ivan Moiseev was circulated in CPR Bulletin No. 9 
and in other Samizdat. The authorities rendered their account absurd by 
changing the official version several times. Registered churches as far away 
as Central Asia were fined fifty rubles for mentioning Moiseev in the 
service. The torture of this soldier appears to have been unusually severe. 
But the major impact of Moiseev’s story is the picture it gives of the re- 
markable faith and witness of a simple peasant, while the miracles he expe- 
rienced forced some of the medical doctors to begin to wonder about God.3! 


Baltic Baptists 
Whereas Belorussia and the Ukraine are Slavic, Estonia and Latvia 
have a West European culture. Not only do the medieval city centers ap- 
pear German, the European culture is evident in the more restrained wor- 
ship style, the performance of oratorios and also less crowded church 
services. At the 1963 congress Senior Presbyter P. G. Egle of Latvia com- 
plained that they were losing membership and were in sore need of younger 
ministers.°2 
Till then Latvian membership had actually been growing. By 1954 
‘there were ninety-one churches with 6,600 baptized members and two 
years later Senior Presbyter Friedrich E. Khuns referred to 100 congrega- 
tions with 9,000 members. Yet, when they celebrated their hundredth an- 
niversary in 1960, Khuns declared that there were eighty churches, while in 
1963 Baltic Senior Presbyter Levindanto reported that Latvia had sixty- 
seven congregations with 6,488 members. The drop had been sudden and 
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appeared to be directly linked to the antireligious policy under Khrushchev. 
Since then, Latvians have held their own, and at present they represent 
about 6,000 members.38 

Estonia, the neighboring republic, has its own unique history and 
unique language. Estonian evangelicals celebrated their seventy-fifth an- 
niversary in 1959. At that time Senior Presbyter Johannes Lipstok, stated 
that the gradual decline had been stopped. Whereas there had been 100 
congregations in 1949, there were now eighty-eight congregations with 
9,000 ‘persons. Their massive church in Tallinn had 1,800 members, but 
otherwise each local church averaged 100 members. The membership de- 
cline did not stop, and there are at present seventy-eight congregations with 
7,500 members. 

The puzzle behind this decline, which was artificially induced, at least 
partially, is why no Reform Baptist movement split the Estonian and 
Latvian churches. In both countries before the war there had been compet- 
ing unions of Evangelical Christians and Baptists, as well as Pentecostals, 
but these conflicts were eventually settled through union, although in 
Latvia this took place only after the war. Because both republics were small 
and their membership was relatively small, the leaders in both republics set- 
tled their differences internally, invariably presenting a united voice in 
Moscow. Without question, the internal squabbling was also reduced be- 
cause a greater percentage of the presbyters had formal theological training. 
In 1955, for example, one third of the Latvian presbyters were trained 
persons, and they had also been able to conduct a short-course Bible school 
in 1947. In Estonia, a legally permitted correspondence course with 40 
students opened in 1956. It was able to continue for four years, 56 

This rather similar history for Latvia and Estonia: also serves. to 
illustrate that the senior presbyter was not the most important factor in its 
history. Johannes Lipstok. became; the first Estonian senior presbyter, 
remaining in office until his death in 1961.%” After a short interval, during 
which Baltic Senior Presbyter Levindanto handled affairs himself, A. Sil’dos 
held this office from 1963 to 1970. Following his retirement, church his- 
torian Robert Vyzu became senior presbyter.38 But in Latvia there were nu- 
merous senior presbyter shifts during the first decade, until finally in 1953, 
with the ouster of A..M. Redlikh, a period of stability set. in.9®.The new 
senior presbyter, Friedrich E, Khuns, was already sixty-nine years old, but 
he remained in office till 1959, when he retired with -pension and Levin- 
danto took over personal control, but Khuns remained a respected leader till 
his death in 1971.4 P, G. Egle, Latvian senior presbyter since 1966, was suc- 
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ceeded by Ia. E. Tervits in 1977. From the beginning, the Latvian leaders 
have always carried the title of bishop. 

Latvian and Estonian Baptists might be insignificant in number, but 
their contribution to the evangelical movement in the Soviet Union has 
been considerable. They provided the few theologians who were in a posi- 
tion to present doctrinal speeches at national congresses. Oswald Tiark and 
Arpad Arder were highly appreciated for their contribution to the unity 
commission, especially through their visits to Central Asia and Siberia.*! 
Arpad Arder was one of the delegates’ choice for AUCECB council 
membership, but his local activity in helping the Reform Baptist churches 
that moved to his area for refuge, as well as the Mennonite groups that 
began moving to Estonia and Latvia, evoked official displeasure: In at least 
nine Latvian churches, German-speaking fellowships were able to develop 
their own structure under the protection of the officially registered Latvian 
pastor. In short, there are very few critics of the Latvian and Estonian 
Baptists. 


Central Asia and the Germans 

There are not many churches in Central Asia, but those that do exist 
often have a very large membership.*2 One reason for this is that in 
Kazakhstan, as well as in the other four Central Asian republics, there are 
large regions of desert. This is a predominantly Muslim area, but there are 
almost no converts from these peoples to Christianity. The location of 
Baptist churches is therefore due to Soviet resettlement policy. 

One peculiarity of the Central Asian Baptist churches is the high pro- 
portion of Germans. Some of these German.Mennonites came here at the 
beginning of the century to form new settlements on the frontier. Many 
more were brought here forcibly during the war to do forced labor in the 
mines around Karaganda or to dig canals near Frunze or to grow cotton in 
Uzbekistan and Tadzhikistan. The high percentage of Ukrainians and 
Russians in these churches can often also be explained by this involuntary 
migration, although there were also many people moving to Kazakhstan 
voluntarily in response to Khrushchev 's virgin lands program.*8 

The story of Karaganda illustrates what happened in many of these 
churches. This church had been registered after the war and consisted pri- 
marily of Russians and Ukrainians. By 1956 Germans became influential, 
with some of their ministers preaching in German. Soon the registered 
church was closed by the authorities but the believers began meeting in 
private homes in different parts of the city. When state pressure eased and 
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the church was reopened, the number of believers had grown significantly. 
The registered church became a large one and included a German wing led 
by Abram Friesen.“4 Other Mennonites finally managed to secure autono- 
mous registration as a German-speaking Mennonite Brethren church.‘ 
Since this congregation did not give the Mennonites (Kirchliche) full rights, 
the latter finally obtained their own registration: Still others led by David D. 
Klassen, who had had very negative experiences in the registered church in 


- Novosibirsk, remained unregistered and became closely linked with the 


CCECB.“8 In contrast to one regular-sized church building, such as in 
Moscow or Leningrad where 3,000 to 5,000 members tried to find room, 
the Karaganda evangelicals, through diversification, had five large con- 
gregations meeting in four buildings.” 

The conflict with the Reform Baptists was also different in this 
region.® In many areas, church members first became aware of the split 
after 1966 when the state resumed its pressure, now more specifically 
focused on the reformers. Registered churches that had closed were 
reopened, with leadership that had not compromised itself in the interval. 
Even most of those that remained open managed with minimal state in- 
terference. In Kirgizia in particular, the Khrushchev campaign was not very 
thoroughly enforced. 

Consequently, CCECB churches in the region can be characterized by 
greater radicalism, a confrontationist stance against the state which was re- 
jected by many on theological grounds. One of the ministers in Dushanbe 
sided temporarily with the reformers but found their radicalism distaste- 
ful. N. N. Sizov was a young preacher in Frunze who found Ilia Ivanov’'s 
explanations for submitting to state demands unacceptable and joined the 
CCECB. He, too, returned after about a year and was elected senior 
presbyter for Kirgizia in 1969 in spite of state resistance. As a result the 
Kirgizian leadership gained wide respect, which made the CCECB alterna- 
tive less attractive. 

Another change that took place after 1965 was the gradual ouster of 
senior presbyter for all of Central Asia, M. S. Vashchuk. Local believers dis- 
trusted him, whereas his successors now enjoy wide respect.>° The problem 
may have been, however, that the well-educated Vashchuk with his wide- 
ranging interests in theological trends, may have seemed too liberal for the 
conservative and suspicious membership. The churches in Kirgizia once 
took a decision to reject AUCECB membership in the WCC and are still 
showing great reluctance about the Moscow course, which they consider 
too liberal theologically. They were the ones who helped the Ukrainians 
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elect Andrei Klimenko as the president acceptable to their simple and con- 
servative tastes. 


The Caucasus 

This is a region rich in romance. It includes the territory between the 
Black and Caspian seas and includes not only the republics of Georgia, Ar- 
menia, and Azerbaidzhan, but also the large region around Stavropol and 
Krasnodar and the autonomous republics of Dagestan, Checheno-Ingush, 
Kabardino-Belkar, and Osetia. For the evangelicals this is also a place of ro- 
mance because their movement began in a little village near Tbilisi. 

Key persons such as V. G. Pavlov and V. V. Ivanov-Klyshnikov started 
here and eventually became national evangelical leaders. I. S$. Prokhanov 
also had his origins in Ordzhonikidze. But after the war this leadership role 
disappeared. A long-time, much-beloved leader was Pavel G. Ter-Avanesov 
who was a real father-figure to the members. Once some Moscow 
representatives had to reprimand local church members who literally kissed 
his feet.5! When he died in 1962 there were a number of years of prob- 
lematic leadership which weakened the church.5? Reform Baptists found 
support here, especially in the Northern Caucasus where state treatment 
was more unfriendly. In recent years the AUCECB has gained senior 
presbyters who have graduated from the Bible correspondence course and 
new growth is anticipated.*8 


The North and the East 

In Soviet dissident circles, the Northeast sometimes refers to the region 
which Solzhenitsyn has labeled “The Gulag Archipelago.” From Arkhan- 
gelsk in the north to Vladivostok in the Far East, there are isolated 
churches, most of them unregistered. In fact, the existence of many of these 
congregations is still unknown. In this region there are also churches that 
began after persons were converted through hearing a religious radio 
broadcast and the radio speaker remains their presbyter to the present day. 

This region is rich in natural resources and represents the frontier for 
Soviet industrial advance. In the Ural Mountain region and farther east 
throughout the vast Siberian expanse, new cities have sprung up in recent 
decades.* In very few of these are there churches, although the evangelicals 
have been more successful than the Orthodox in forming small fellowships. 
This is the new frontier for growth and expansion, for mission to people who 
are religious illiterates. 

Reform Baptists are well organized in Western Siberia and Northern 
































268 Soviet Evangelicals Since World War Il 


Kazakhstan. Unregistered Pentecostals began moving further east after 
1956, and estimations of their strength are as high as several hundred thou- 
sand.55 But the AUCECB structure in this region is undeveloped. In 1974 
Senior Presbyter E. N. Raevski received an assistant to help him administer 
a territory that covered over twenty million square kilometers.°¢ In Western 
Siberia, Senior Presbyter Konstantin Borodinov tried to visit the registered 
churches scattered throughout his vast region. Andrei Klimenko, who had 
been senior presbyter of nine oblasts on the other side of the Volga, was also 
overtaxed physically. Not only was there a problem of distance but for years 
the senior presbyter could not automatically travel where he wished. If he 
was not permitted to visit the unregistered congregations in Orenburg Ob- 
last, then other men had to try to provide some leadership when they came 
to visit their relatives. In recent years large numbers of churches have been 
registered in the Omsk and Tomsk regions and a senior presbyter for Omsk 
Oblast was finally appointed.®” 

Energetic and creative leadership has the potential to work wonders. 
In October 1978 Sergei Nikolaev gained the distinction of being elected the 
youngest senior presbyter in the union. He was only twenty-nine. He was a 
gifted musician and preacher who had been sponsored by the AUCECB for 
two years of study in England. With the death of M. I. Sorokin, Nikolaev 
succeeded him as senior presbyter for the Northwest region of the RSFSR, a 
region larger than West Germany. There were only twenty-six congrega- 
tions in his charge but they were widely scattered, travel being especially 
difficult in winter. Nikolaev set to work with a burst of energy and twelve 
months later reported that his charge had doubled to fifty-two congrega- 
tions. Twenty-two of these congregations he had literally discovered—their 
existence had been unknown or forgotten. Aided by a council of presbyters 
and local groups of zealous young people, he was anticipating an extensive 
program of church growth which included systematic teaching. 

It will probably be decades before evangelical isolation in this region 
comes to an end and a network of churches similar to that in the Ukraine 
becomes established. Already in 1966 senior presbyter Raevski had invited 
young, energetic presbyters to move to his region because they were badly 
needed.®® Few, apparently, have responded so far, for that is nearly 
equivalent to asking affluent Westerners to accept the rigors of a Third 
World country. 


Soviet or Russian Evangelicals? 
At best, these brief comments provide insight into the tremendous 
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diversity of evangelical life in the Soviet Union. In contrast to the more 
dominant Russian Orthodox Church, which is almost exclusively Slavic, So- 
viet evangelicals have become almost as international as the Communist 
Party itself. That is why they are regarded as a potentially dangerous 
challenge since the Great Russians will soon lose their status as representing 
more than 50 percent of the population. 

It is apparent that the AUCECB leadership is still dominated by the 
Great Russians, but the 1974 congress reflected growing sentiments of na- 
tionalism. That calls for selfless leadership if the union is to avoid further di- 
vision. One of the Ukrainian delegates turned to his own, and with the elo- 
quence of poetry urged them to forego their deep desire to read the Bible in 
their mother tongue but rather support the general effort so that they would 
at least get more Bibles even if they were Russian.® Those local sentiments 
indicate that as the Moscow leadership continues to gain more concessions 
for the church, the new freedom may eventually permit the luxury of na- 
tionalist division. The restlessness under Great Russian leadership from 
Moscow is an underlying factor in the movement toward denominational 
autonomy to which we now turn. 
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Where they love Jesus, there is warmth and life. Why have so 
many left who formerly belonged to the union and its 
congregations, like, for example, the Pentecostal brethren? 
Because it is often too cold in our midst. As a result, these 


brothers caught a cold and now they are seriously ill, running 


around feverishly and talking nonsense. 
—Martsinkovski | 


Through Jesus there is a place for all men in the family of 
God. Men may put up their barriers; churches may keep their 
communion tables for their own members. God never does; 
it is the tragedy of the church that it is so often more 
exclusive than God. 

—William Barclay 2 


10 The Movement Toward Autonomy: 
Reform Baptists, Mennonites, 
Pentecostals 


If this were simply a history of the AUCECB instead of the Soviet 
evangelical movement as a whole, this chapter might more appropriately be 
headed “unity.” This was always the motto for the All-Union congresses be- 
cause unity remains threatened .to the present. But from the perspective of 
free church ideology, autonomy has always seemed more significant than 
unity. 

Public statements by Soviet evangelicals on unity or autonomy have an 
aspect of artificiality because too often they were not the spontaneous 
expression of a personal viewpoint. Rather, they reflected the vacillation in 
state policy toward religion which church leaders then had to clothe with re- 
ligious language. Soviet policy toward the churches started out by opposing 
religious centralization in order to break the institutional power of the 
churches, especially that of the Orthodox Patriarchate. The basic law on 
cults speaks almost exclusively about a local religious society which orga- 
nizes and administers itself as an autonomous unit. When church life began 
again after the war, special dispensations from Stalin permitted the restora- 
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tion of religious headquarters, and the new church statutes (including that 
of the AUCECB) reflected the new centralism. The 1960 statute increased 
the power of the Moscow headquarters at the expense of the local presbyter. 
The advantage for the state was obvious: control over and domination of 
the churches through pressure focused on a few leaders would be easier. 
When this failed, the state resorted once again to the earlier divide and rule 
tactic by encouraging autonomous registration of churches which were not 
affiliated with the AUCECB. Although the AUCECB had nearly recovered 
from the split with the Reform Baptists, this new tactic has kept it on the de- 
fensive in its relations not only with the CCECR, but also with the Pentecos- 
tals and Mennonites. 


The CCECB and the Autonomous Churches 

State encouragement of autonomous registration after 1969 was a 
greater threat to the CCECB than to the AUCECB. The state has remained 
intransigent in refusing to legalize it as a second ECB union. But in order to 
prevent evangelicals from meeting in private homes, often in secret, state 
authorities now began offering registration, sometimes even an uncondi- 
tional registration. 

At its legal congress in 1969, the CCECB had decided to advise its 
churches to renew their application for registration. They also devised their 
own application form, which included only that information about church 
life which they felt the state was entitled to know.’ Because that meant that 
these churches thereby refused to promise complete obedience to state 
legislation on religion, most of such applications were refused. But some 
CCECB churches, perhaps as many as fifteen, succeeded in obtaining regis- 
tration that was not conditional upon obeying state law.4 

Sensing that the registration of the Kiev church in August 1975 was 
being used by Soviet propaganda to undermine imprisoned Georgi Vins's 
own position, the CCECB issued a sharply worded warning to its churches.® 
In it they stated that authorities were illegally preventing local registration 
unless the local church agreed to be autonomous from the CCECB. The 
CCECB therefore urged that new registration applications be submitted 
with an “accompanying letter.” With this letter the local congregation 
declared its affiliation with the CCECB. The letter cited recent statements 
by the chairman of the Council for Religious Affairs, Vladimir Kuroedev 
himself, which promised that “the Soviet state does not keep any record of 
citizens according to: their religious affiliation.” In their warning they 
quoted extensively some official legal publications to prove that the CRA 
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and its newly established local commissions were maintaining systematic 
card files of local church activity and demanded detailed reports of local 
clergy which, they said, “literally turn executives of the congregations and 
ministers into state informers.’”7 

Since detailed information about church activity appeared to be the 
prerequisite for AUCECB-affiliated congregations to keep their registra- 
tion, this was positive proof for the reformers that the AUCECB churches 
were continuing their ties with the world. The CCECB advised its member 
churches to follow “the principle of open relations and closed. 
membership.” That meant that in all negotiations with the state, at least 
two or three persons representing the congregation must take part and 
should report fully to the brotherhood. The latter must make all its decisions 
in a closed session where no state officials or informers could take part. Still 
further, they advised the congregations not to conduct their services in a 
prayer house belonging to a registered AUCECB congregation (a 
phenomenon prevalent in the Baltic) because the CCECB presbyter could 
be arrested at any time, and then the leaderless congregation might fall 
prey to the AUCECB, which “may lead them along the path of apostasy 
from God’s commandments.’® 

The relations between the two unions had obviously worsened. One 
reason was the continuing number of Reform Baptist individuals and even 
congregations that returned to the AUCECB. The AUCECB claimed that 
10,000 had returned between 1963 and 1969, and subsequently they have 
claimed that on an average 1,000 returned annually. Bychkov did ac- 
knowledge at the 1974 congress that during the previous four years the 
CCECB membership had increased by 1,000 although the number of con- 
gregations had declined by six, to make a total of 452. But the reaction of 
the delegates suggested to this observer that Bychkov’s estimate of 18,000 
was too low to be credible. There was definite attrition which the CCECB 
recognized and responded to in 1976. In order to inform their many young» 
people who had been converted and had joined after 1960, they reprinted 
the letters of August 1961 addressed to the AUCECB and to all ECB con- 
gregations which had spelled out the reasons for the split. 

In spite of these efforts, a major split within CCECB leadership ranks 
became public during the summer of 1976. On May 22 an expanded meet- 
ing of the CCECB, which included 100 representatives from churches 
throughout the Soviet Union, met in M. T. Shaptala’s church in Khartsyzsk 
(Rostov Oblast). Gennadi Kriuchkov did not dare attend the meeting but 
delivered a major report by means of a tape recording which he appeared to 
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have recorded in the forest.!! He was able to report that the Khristianin 
press had printed 350,000 copies of religious literature since 1971, that a Bi- 
ble course for young Christians was in preparation and affirmed that fi- 
nances were strictly supervised with no worker receiving more than 100 ru- 
bles a month. But then he moved into a long, personal attack on fellow 
council members S. G. Dubovoi and the Ukrainian evangelist Josef Bonda- 
renko, who had served on the council temporarily. He accused Dubovoi of 
having compromised himself with the KGB, reminded him of the suffering 
they had shared in prison and urged him to repent.!2 Rumors were soon cir- 
culating that Bondarenko had absconded with 50,000 rubles and had also 
compromised with the state. After all, how else was one to understand the 


fact that his name had been removed from the most-wanted-criminal list 


and he had been able to return to his home in Riga? 

The CCECB at first tried to keep the report from being publicized ex- 
cept to inform mission societies abroad not to trust Dubovoi and Bonda- 
renko, but the Underground Evangelism mission circulated a summary and 
soon AUCECB leaders were mentioning it in Bratskii Vestnik.!3 The fi- 
nancial charges against Josef Bondarenko turned out to be without founda- 
tion. Bondarenko agreed to a repentance and reconciliation but some felt 
his repentance had not been complete. Fortunately for his reputation, after 
a series of highly successful evangelistic campaigns in various Soviet cities, 
he was arrested in the summer of 1978 and given another three-year prison 
sentence, !4 

Although Gennadi Kriuchkov presented the conflict as a case of 
trusted comrades having been snared by the KGB, other evidence reveals a 
basic disagreement on issues.!5 Bondarenko, for example, had come to the 
conclusion that the years of controversy between AUCECB and CCECB 
churches had led to much heartache and unchristian treatment of persons 
who were obviously born-again Christians but who did not think alike 
about their duties to the state. Bondarenko felt that fellowship and coopera- 
tion should be possible in those locations where AUCECB churches showed 
genuine fruits of the Spirit. Kriuchkov was afraid that anything but total 
loyalty to the CCECB leadership would threaten the existence of what he 
regarded as the true church, whereas Bondarenko and Dubovoi preferred 
placing greater emphasis on the regional unions and on the autonomy of 
the local church. In short, Kriuchkov’s broad authority was challenged and 
some reformers were wondering whether purity should always have first 
priority, even at the expense of fellowship and blessing. 

Recently some observers, partisan to the AUCECB, have been sug- 
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gesting that the CCECB now has three competing centers. In addition to 
those supporting Bondarenko and those siding with Kriuchkov, who exerts 
leadership through the journal Bratskii Listok, they identify a more 
extreme, confrontationist grouping in the CPR organization centered 
around Galina Rytikova and the church in Rostov, which has experienced 
very severe persecution recently.'6 Lidia Vins, an influential figure in the 
CPR till she left in 1979, felt betrayed by her congregation in Kiev which 
agreed to register. Actually, disagreements on methods were evident from 
the start. Aida Skrypnikova, for example, was not always in full agreement 
with the letters appearing in the Bulletin if their tone was too confronta- 
tionist, and David D. Klassen, for example, did not consider hunger strikes 
in prison as appropriate for a Christian. But both of them, like many others, 
supported the basic goals of the movement, namely a church totally dedi- 
cated to God and not subordinate to the state. 

This bickering at the leadership level is only the most prominent 
manifestation of a problem that has been afflicting all Soviet evangelicals. 
That is the inability of one Christian to trust another fully. Among the 
reformers, this became particularly severe because, in spite of their efforts, 
informers, often within their own congregation, betrayed them to the au- 
thorities. The psychological impact of prolonged imprisonment contributed 
to distrustfulness and embitterment. Soviet prison conditions virtually 
guaranteed that the prisoner would return with major physical ailments. !7 
Regularly the CCECB reported how KGB officers had offered an early 
release in exchange for cooperation. When someone was released early ‘it 
could mean he had capitulated. Because most of the CCECB leadership 
was imprisoned or in hiding, it was impossible to maintain an adequate 
overview of developments and this, too, contributed to distrust of each 
other. The years of state censorship and distortion of all information has 
produced a situation where all printed news is viewed with distrust and ru- 
mors abound. AUCECB and CCECB leaders are less well informed of each 
other's activities than are observers in the West. Finally, the problem of dis- 
trust is intensified for the reformers because their rigid concern for doctrinal 
purity has stifled creativity. 

In recent decades it has become fashionable to speak with great 
respect about the third wing of the reformation, the Anabaptists.!8 Their 
emphasis on a radical separation of church and state, on an active priest- 
hood of all believers, on church discipline, on a costly discipleship, on 
church as community, and on religious liberty, are now recognized as 
progressive emphases which their Lutheran and Catholic opponents have 
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begun to appreciate and imitate. But the Anabaptists themselves were sub- 
jected to fierce persecution during which the best of them were killed 
many more fled to America and Russia, and others were beaten into sith 
mission, What remained was a martyrology made possible by the “Sa- 
mizdat” of that time and the attempts by a later generation to recover the 
Anabaptist vision. !9 

The striking similarity in emphasis makes one wonder whether the 
Reform Baptists may not represent some of the new Anabaptists of the 
twentieth century. Very few conscious links are apparent; their most-cited 
hero from the 1920s is Ivan Kargel, a man deeply imbued with Calvinism, 
and they never refer to Ivan Prokhanov or Pavel Pavlov who had some ad- 
miration for the Anabaptists. But another striking feature of the Init- 
siationiki prisoners’ lists is the disproportionately high number of names 
which betray a Russian-Mennonite background. In the list of thirty-five 
persons, in January 1979, ten are Mennonite names.”° Is it possible that the 
Anabaptist theology, which the Mennonites claim to follow, caused some 
sons of Menno to make common cause with Reform Baptists? Most of these 
ex-Mennonites, such as K. K. Kreker, reject their Mennonite roots with a 
near passion, but what they reject are the traditions and mores of a people 
that has largely forgotten the vision. 

Such observations also make one wonder whether the new Anabaptists 
of Russia will, like their spiritual forebears, lose their greatest leaders as 
martyrs, lose others through emigration,?! and will themselves disappear 
into the surrounding conformity to await rediscovery in less tempestuous 
times. 


Who Are the Mennonites? 

This is the question asked in the title of a recent book about Soviet 
Mennonites. The author, A. N. Ipatov, thought this question was important 
because, through their mission and preaching activities, this rather small 
Protestant church was influencing other confessions. In fact, “many Men- 
nonite forms and methods of religious molding of the population have been \ 
adopted by the Baptists—Initsiativniki . . .”’22 Although they had sixteenth- 
century roots in the Anabaptist movement, the exclusivist emphasis had be- 
come so strong in the nineteenth century, while during the Soviet period 
their historical awareness had become so weak that even unbelievers from 
this ethnic-confessional society call themselves Mennonites.23 In some So- 


viet passports these persons had even listed their nationality as Men- 
nonites.24 
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A bibliography of Mennonites, including Russian Mennonites, now 
fills volumes,2° and there are multi-volume Mennonite encyclopedias in 
both German and in English,2¢ yet most writing on Soviet religious history 
betrays surprising ignorance about them. The few Soviet publications 
which have usually served as source material for Western scholars are 
characterized by a deliberate mixture of fact and fiction as well as an inter- 
pretive scheme determined by Marxist ideology. According to that scheme, 
for example, the sixteenth-century Anabaptists, especially Thomas Miintzer 
and the Miinsterite rebellion led by Jan van Leyden,?’ are treated as a 
peasant movement in feudal Europe, which was a precurser of communism. 
But a Dutch priest named Menno Simons managed to convert the remnant 
into a quietist religious society, progressive in the sense that it affirmed 
bourgeois values in a feudal era but therefore also socially and politically 
backward in the communist era.?8 

Space limitations permit no more than the assertion that the Russian 
Mennonites trace their historical origins to the Anabaptists in Holland and 
North Germany who with their fellows in Switzerland and South Germany 
formed the first modern so-called believers’ churches—that is, a church 
practicing adult baptism and church membership following a conscious 
voluntary commitment to Christ. Beginning in 1789, Mennonite settlers in 
Russia began emigrating to Russia in response to the privileged terms of set- 
tlement offered by Empress Catherine II and her successors. During the 
following century they managed to create a most remarkable self-governing 
commonwealth which became a model for the surrounding society in its ag- 
ricultural and educational achievements as well as for their highly 
developed charity program.” But this Mennonite commonwealth also fell 
prey to the temptation of becoming a “church” type rather than a volun- 
taristic “sect’’ type, to use Emst Troeltsch’s classic sociological formula- 
tions.2° A major renewal movement, due to the influence of the Moravian 
Brethren, Wiirttemburg Pietists, German Baptists, and the Bible Society 
crystallized in 1860 into a separately organized Mennonite denomination 
bearing the name Mennonite Brethren. The old church that initially 
resisted religious renewal through a most unchristian exercise of force 


buildings (Kirche) while the new Mennonites spoke about a “prayer 
house” and preferred the term “Brethren” to “Church.” Soviet writings still 
label them Church and Brethren Mennonites. Spiritual renewal soon be- 
came widespread in Mennonite circles as well and eventually, during the 
1920s, these two major Mennonite bodies plus smaller, split-away groups 














continued to call itself the Mennonite Church, insisted on keeping the 
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met in a general conference and spoke with a united voice to the au- 
thorities,3! 

This is all very dim history for present-day Soviet Mennonites because 
during the past fifty years their church has experienced an upheaval which 
Prompts some to say that all that has remained is the name Mennonite, 
their characteristic Low German dialect, and traditional cooking. Between 
1923 and 1929 approximately 20,000 emigrated to Canada and South 
America, an immigration that included a disproportionately large number 
of their most able leaders. Collectivization or dekulakization, as it was 
experienced by many Mennonites, changed the shape of their large colonies 
in South Russia and on the Volga. ‘ 

The Mennonite remnant now had several important features. A high 
percentage of the families ‘consisted of mothers with children whose fathers 
had disappeared while they were small. The children, due to the upheavals 
of the war and the subsequent ten years in the camps, had received almost 
no education, and an educated Mennonite became a rarity. Mennonites 
were labeled as Germans and fascists and indeed retained a strong sense of 
identity as Germans, even though a recent Soviet scholar argues that their 
roots were more Dutch than German. Mennonites had refused to issue an 
official declaration of loyalty and therefore became an illegal denomination 
after the war. This meant there was no central church headquarters to 
provide leadership. Their chief doctrinal distinctive, pacifism, had been 
beaten out of them. Individual Mennonites lost contact with each other, 
and the result was that the religious meaning behind the term Mennonite 
had been virtually obliterated, 

The Mennonite church very slowly began to re-emerge in the mid- 
fifties. The role of the released prisoners in fostering the revival was 
described earlier.54 In 1956 two North American Mennonites, Harold S. 
Bender and David P. Wiens, reestablished contact on a visit and gained an 
insight into the seriousness of the problem. A few leaders, such as Heinrich 
Voth, Philip Cornies, and Franz Pauls managed to meet them at some of 
the hotels, but these men experienced serious difficulties with the state sub- 
sequently, Harold Bender, on his own initiative, urged the Mennonites to 
try to seek shelter under the Baptist umbrella and did his part to seek out 
AUCECB leaders and ask their assistance.35 

Many Mennonites had found their way to a registered Baptist church 
while many others shared in the fellowship groupings which emerged dur- 
ing the revivals, in which denominational affiliation was initially secondary, 
When the Baptists finally succeeded in calling a congress in 1963, there 
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were three Mennonites with full voting rights and one with advisory rights 
among those attending.%* All represented AUCECB member churches, that 
is, they represented Russians, Ukrainians, as well as Germans, Heinrich K. 
Allert, a preacher from Karaganda, was persuaded to ask the delegates to 
accept the Mennonites into the union. Although 1963 has since been 
claimed as the year when the union took place, 1966 would be more ac- 
curate. 

Bratskii Vestnik had mentioned that Harold Bender met the Baptists 
in London in 1955, but did not mention the first Mennonite visit to the 
Soviet Union, and it was only in 1958 when the Germans in Novosibirsk or- 
ganized separately within the Russian church structure that the first 
references to Mennonites in the Soviet Union began. Allert’s statement in 
1963 was not only a surprise to the other delegates, who began asking who 
these Mennonites were, but it was also a surprise to most of the Mennonites 
he claimed to represent. During the next three years a few regional dis- 
cussions were held, and at the subsequent congress in 1966, with seventeen 
Mennonites present, a formal application with conditions was submitted, 
The new additional denomination was also acknowledged in the new 
statute. 38 : 

In the new expanded All-Union council that was elected, Jacob Fast, 
leader of the German congregation in Novosibirsk, was elected a council 
member, and Victor Kriger was elected a candidate member. Kriger, who 
had grown up in Kirgizia, had done his military service in Moscow, married 
a Russian, and remained in the capital. In 1964 he became a full-time 
worker for the union and began traveling about to establish ties with the 
Mennonites.” Kriger became a full council member in 1969 but did not 
stand for reelection in 1974 and also discontinued much of his traveling. 

Initially the AUCECB claimed that 16,000 Mennonites had joined; by 
1968 Kriger claimed there were 18,500; and, more recently, 30,000 have 
been claimed for the AUCECB. This growing strength was also reflected 
structurally, so that in 1974 Fast was elected to the ten-member presidium. 
Both he and the other Mennonite representatives were also highly popular 
with the delegates in general. Fast.and his associate, Kviring, completed the 
Bible correspondence course, while Victor Kriger was able to study two 
years at the Baptist seminary in Hamburg. In 1977 Traugott Kviring be- 
came the first German appointed as a senior presbyter—responsible for 
Central Asia.49 

Similar to the Pentecostal pattern in 1945, the formal voting procedure 
for joining was less significant than attempting to get the local Mennonite 
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Brethren to support the union post facto. Mennonite Brethren joined be- 
cause they no longer had an awareness of theological difference with the 
Baptists, and both sides acknowledged “‘a living relationship with Christ 
and the teachings of Christ on the rebirth as the most important of biblical 
teachings,’4! The old distinctives of pacifism and refusal to swear the oath 
had long ago been lost, and local congregations now agreed not to practice 
footwashing at communion, the same stipulation made for the Pentecostals 
earlier. What the Mennonites gained were cultural concessions—the possi- 
bility to hold services in the German language!” An official statement 
published after a meeting between Mennonite representatives and the 
presidium in March 1976 declared that the Mennonite entry into the ECB 
union gave them greater opportunities for preaching the gospel, for proper 
church order and spiritual education of believers.“ 

Willi Matthies, who had attended the 1966 congress, produced a small 
bombshell when he announced at a meeting in May 1967, where seventeen 
Mennonite leaders met with the AUCECB presidium, that the Council for 
Religious Affairs had granted permission for their 800-member church in 
Karaganda to register autonomously as a Mennonite Brethren congrega- 
tion. Matthies assured the Baptists that their congregation would like to 
maintain fraternal ties with them but also that they did not wish to lose their 
Mennonite identity. It was a decade before another autonomous Men- 
nonite Brethren congregation achieved registration, but the fact that au- 
tonomy was now a theoretical possibility did mean that the AUCECB had 
to continue to woo the Mennonites. They did so through periodic meetings, 
where their relationship was regularly affirmed as positive, and through ap- 
peals sent out urging the remaining Mennonites to join.“ For a long time 
establishing contact with the Mennonites in the Omsk and Orenburg 
regions was a problem because the state officials refused to register these 
congregations. When it became possible to register and to visit them in the 
mid-seventies, many local congregations responded with caution. They 
could find nothing in the Bible about registration, they said, and they had 
heard that the AUCECB belonged to the World Council of Churches, 
which others had told them was the Babylonian whore. But some progress 
has been made. AUCECB President Andrei Klimenko recently claimed 
there were fifty-three German-speaking congregations in the union, and 
another recent announcement referred to ten congregations registered in 
Kazakhstan.‘¢ 

Nearly as many Mennonites belonged to the Church Mennonites, but 
union remained a problem for these. According to Soviet sources, in 1957 
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there was a meeting 'in Solikamsk (Ural region), where leaders tried to form 
a Mennonite church union.‘ But the state authorities nipped it in the bud. 
The AUCECB also made an unsuccessful effort to incorporate them. The 
problem with the Mennonites was that although all those who had become 
active again after the war were clearly born-again Christians who spoke the 
same evangelical language as the Baptists, they practiced believer's baptism 
with a difference. The difference was that, instead of totally immersing a 
person, they simply poured water on his head as the Anabaptists in the 
sixteenth century had done. 

The AUCECB’ discussed the Church Mennonite problem at an 
enlarged plenum which met in September 1964 and decided to circulate a 
letter to the churches.‘® In this letter they urged local churches to permit 
Church Mennonites to preach (but not to lead), to sing in the choir, and to 
take communion with AUCECB members. It seems more than coinci- 
dental, that the revised statute of 1963 omitted the statement that their 
union practiced baptism by immersion. But this attempt to open the door 
for the Church Mennonites failed, and the 1966 statute restored the immer- 
sion clause, S. P. Fadiukhin prefacing his speech on unity with a sharp 
assertion that “one baptism’’ does not only mean to baptize only once, but 
it also means that there should be only one form of baptism, namely, im- 
mersion.*® The 1978 appeal to Mennonite Brethren stated explicitly that 
baptism “must be performed by immersion.’’5° 

The 1964 circular letter helped in some localities, but in general it 
remained a dead letter. In Dzhetisai (Uzbekistan), for example, Mennonites 
and Mennonite Brethren worshiped together till David Regier moved there 
in 1957. He insisted that Mennonites must first be rebaptized by immer- 
sion, denied communion to those who refused, and a split resulted. When 
the Moscow letter arrived in 1964, he moderated his stance, but two 
separate churches remained. Elsewhere the letter never arrived, at least the 
members never heard about it, and the solutions reached were not always 
pleasant. One man, who had attended Baptist services for twenty years, was 
never permitted to take communion, and the local leadership even refused 
his deathbed wish for communion. In another city individual Baptists and 
Mennonite Brethren were too afraid of possible prison or fines to offer their 
own house as a place of worship for the unregistered congregation. A Men- 
nonite invited them to meet in his house, but on communion Sunday he 
was asked to leave his own house so they could conduct communion 
without him! Generally speaking, however, in those places where large in- 
dependent congregations of Mennonite Brethren and Mennonites 
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developed, relations gradually improved, so that there are regular pulpit ex- 
changes, but the baptismal question remains insoluble.®! 

The Mennonites benefited from the new state policy that fostered au- 
tonomous registration. In 1967, Heinrich Heese and Elder Hans Penner 
personally traveled to Moscow and obtained permission from the Council 
for Religious Affairs to register several churches in Kirgizia as autonomous 
Mennonite congregations. This included the submission of a Mennonite 
confession of faith, although minus the pacifist clauses. Some of these con- 
gregations then received permission (often through state pressure) to share 
use of the registered Baptist building. In some cases these churches received 
verbal permission to conduct their activities but without the security of a 
signed document to prove their registration? But a union of Mennonites 
has not yet become possible. These registered congregations do maintain 
informal communication links and managed to consult together to send an 
official representative to the Mennonite World Conference in 1978.58 

This recent progress in relationship to the state has strengthened the 
sense of being Mennonite. Ironically, however, Russian Mennonites are 
themselves still asking the question—‘Who are the Mennonites?” —be- 
cause it is becoming increasingly difficult to explain this convincingly to 
their young people. The problem appears to be a lack of vision for the possi- 
bility that non-German Mennonites could become Mennonites. Soviet his- 
torian A. N. Ipatov’s advice to atheist activists was that those who persisted 
in speaking German were the older, incorrigible ones, but that the younger 
people were becoming Russianized. Rather than training atheist workers to 
learn Low German, he urged that they concentrate on winning away those 
who spoke Russian. This indeed is the Mennonites’ greatest fear, yet the 
lessons of acculturation for Mennonites who came to Canada and Brazil was 
that those who adopted the new national language were also those most ac- 
tive in revivifying the doctrine and renewing the missionary expansion.*4 


Will Pentecostals Leave? 

A Ukrainian atheist journal declared in October 1974 that research had 
shown that the majority of all Pentecostal leaders had at some time been 
sentenced for breaking Soviet law.®> The writers saw this as proof that the 
Pentecostals were a harmful phenomenon; but from another perspective it 
is a dramatic demonstration of the problems which have confronted the 
Pentecostals in their struggle to survive in the Soviet Union. It is not simply 
a case of a small sect being unwilling to unite with other evangelical sects. 
Some extreme Pentecostal groups are outrightly banned by law, and their 
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well-known emphasis on glossalalia (speaking in tongues) is freely referred 
to in the Soviet press as superstitious rituals which are harmful to health.56 
Refusal to bear arms in military service has also been a major cause for im- 
prisonment. 

Neither the AUCECB nor the Pentecostals particularly desired the 
union that was forced on them in 1945. The subsequent history of the rela- 
tionship has been a history of dissatisfaction from the perspective of the 
Pentecostals. Baptists regarded it as “a long and still unfinished story of em- 
barrassment.’’5? Although Ernest Payne’s sensitivity to embarrassment is 
typically British, it shows the insensitivity many Russian Baptists displayed 
toward the deeply felt convictions of the Pentecostals.%8 

In 1948 and 1949 increasingly tough measures were taken by the 
Moscow leadership to stop all aspects of emotionalism in worship services; 
Pentecostals in the union must now worship just like Baptists. A. N. Bidash, 
one of the four leaders who had signed the unity agreement, left during 
these years. Renewed attempts at a separate organization began. About 
thirty-eight percent of the Pentecostals in Dnepropetrovsk Oblast left the 
union and were followed by many Pentecostals in the Western Ukraine.® 
In 1948 Bidash and others met in Dneprodzerzhinsk to form the union of 
Voronaev Pentecostals.® This failed because most of the leaders were im- 
prisoned, but when they were released in the amnesty of 1955, they 
resumed their efforts. In June 1956 a new headquarters was established in 
Piatikhatki. The following month they issued a new confession of faith for 
Pentecostals and then conducted an All-Union congress in Kharkov in 
August 1956: The authorities disliked these developments especially be- 
cause the congress came a step closer again toward encouraging pacifism. 
Bidash also attempted to obtain registration for this union, but it was re- 
jected. 

The AUCECB now began renewed efforts to win the Pentecostals 
back. Alexander Karev and Jacob Zhidkov sent a letter to all presbyters in 
January 1955 which not only repeated the conditions which Pentecostals 
had agreed to, namely, to restrain themselves from glossalalia in worship 
services and not to spread their views among other believers, but also 
stressed the promises made by the AUCECB. The AUCECB had “‘made a 
promise to respect their convictions and not to attack their views from the 
pulpit...’ Zhidkov and Karev complained that they were receiving in- 
formation that local presbyters were treating Pentecostals with great in- 
tolerance, sometimes excommunicating them as soon as they discovered 
that they had Pentecostal views. 
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The following year Zhidkov attended a conference of senior presbyters 
in the Ukraine which met with five Pentecostal leaders.® Officially, they 
reported that about ninety percent of all Pentecostals had already joined the 
union, but the major action resulting from this meeting was that these 
Pentecostal leaders now began tours of Pentecostal regions in order to 
persuade local Pentecostals to join and also to persuade local presbyters of 
the serious intent of Pentecostals to have fellowship with other evangelical 
believers. In January 1957 the AUCECB presidium met with six Pentecostal 
representatives, Here the Pentecostals secured agreement on a four-point 
statement of principles whereby the AUCECB recognized the legitimacy of 
spiritual gifts (and by implication the Pentecostal gifts) but emphasized that 
believers should not strive for gifts above everything because the deciding 
factor at the judgment is “our life and walk in the Spirit.”® In addition, the 
August Agreement of 1945 was finally published in Bratskii Vestnik.® 

Pentecostal dissatisfaction remained the chief worry for the AUCECB, 
and in August 1959 they called another meeting with seven Pentecostal 
leaders.®* These reported that although 25,000 Pentecostals were in the 
union, a further 14,000 were outside the union, although they claimed that 
4,000 of these had recently expressed willingness to join. The next winter 
Moscow sent out a letter to all presbyters, including Pentecostal congrega- 
tions not in the union. The letter included several questions, and the ma- 
jority of the replies indicated that most of the Pentecostals not in the union 
did not wish to join, Karev characterizing these as the more fanatical Pente- 
costals. Therefore, he said, no further initiatives had been taken with the 
Pentecostals,&7 

A more important reason why no further initiatives were taken was that 
the AUCECB now became preoccupied with the Initsiativniki threat to the 
union. It soon became apparent that the Initsiationiki had an anti-Pente- 
costal bias which might mean that further concessions to the Pentecostals 
could mean losing part of its own membership. The Moscow leadership, 
however, maintained its former stance toward the Pentecostals, so that as. 
the reformers’ position became more entrenched, it became easier for 
Pentecostals to return. Already at the 1963 congress, twenty Pentecostal 
representatives attended, while Senior Presbyter A. L. Andreev reported 
that in the Ukraine one fourth of all senior presbyters and one fifth of all 
local presbyters were Pentecostals.® At that first congress considerable at- 
tention was paid to the Pentecostals and Mennonites in order to balance off 
the Initsiativniki threat. At the next two congresses, however, Pentecostals 
began to complain of neglect, and Karev apologized, promising them more 
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attention next time. In fact, already at the 1966 congress he drew attention 
to the major impact that the Pentecostal movement worldwide was having 
on the churches. He informed his listeners that in the second century it was 
the Montanists, the ancient Pentecostals, who “saved Christianity from 
spiritual death in gnosticism” and with that as background, expressed a 
hope that the Pentecostals would provide a good ferment in their 
brotherhood.® Both in 1966 and 1969 Karev could report that ap- 
proximately another 2,500 Pentecostals had joined the union. 

From the beginning, D. I. Ponomarchuk and I. K. Pan’ko had worked 
as assistant senior presbyters in the Ukraine and Belorussia respectively, the 
chief Pentecostal centers. By the late fifties, this had expanded. When the 
AUCECB was increased to twenty-five members in 1966, Pentecostal 
representation increased from one person to two.” Shortly thereafter, P. K. 
Shatrov became a full-time worker in the Moscow headquarters, as had Vik- 
tor Kriger for the Mennonites. In 1974 Shaktrov also became the Pente- 
costal member on the presidium, where a Pentecostal voice had been miss- 
ing since Ponomarchuk took il] in 1961.7! 

The Pentecostal problem did not disappear. In 1971 eight major 
Pentecostal leaders sent a letter to all Pentecostals both inside and outside 
the union in which they once again urged Pentecostals to support the 
August Agreement in all its points and to follow their personal example by 
joining the union.” The year before, the Pentecostal question had again 
been discussed at an AUCECB plenum and a decision had been taken to 
call a meeting in the second half of the year with representatives of the 
Pentecostals not in the union, but that attempt failed. Local complaints 
about violations of the August Agreement by both sides continued. There 
was increasing pressure by the Pentecostal leaders in the union to modify 
the August Agreement.” , 

Finally, in 1972, the AUCECB agreed to appoint a seven-man com- 
mission to analyze and revise the agreement. The commission met several 
times during the following year and also received various recommendations 
from local churches. But a year later they reported that the 1945 agreement 
had by now become a historic document which had been reaffirmed at 
three All-Union congresses in the sixties,”4 and therefore they came to the 
conclusion that it should continue to remain unchanged as the basic docu- 
ment for regulating relationships between the Pentecostals and the union. 
The decision was scarcely surprising, since only two members of the com- 
mission were Pentecostals and all the rest were powerful AUCECB leaders, 
including S. P. Fadiukhin, who is well known for his staunchly Baptist 
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stance against Pentecostals in his own large congregation in Leningrad.” 
The decision was disappointing to Pentecostals and also to many local 
leaders who had dissatisfied Pentecostals in their membership. 

Some delegates came to the 1974 congress hoping that the Pentecostal 
question would be thoroughly discussed and that perhaps the August 
Agreement could still be changed.”6 This did not happen. Later at the next 
major meeting of the AUCECB’s plenum, General Secretary Alexei 
Bychkov spoke with approval of a new development among unaffiliated 
Pentecostals. These, he said, were now expressing a desire to worship 
openly, to obey the laws, and up to twenty-five such congregations had 
been registered without affiliation to the AUCECB.7 Pentecostal 
spokesman Peter Shatrov also presented a major paper on the subject of 
unity with the Pentecostals in which he pointed out that about 33,000 had 
joined the AUCECB and that relations between Baptists and Pentecostals 
in the Western Ukraine and the Baltic region were good. He listed seven 
factors which united them with the ECB and could also report that as a 
result of increased travel in the congregations, at least seven more Pente- 
costal congregations had joined the union, not to mention the many indi- 
viduals who had found their way to an established congregation. But there 
were still 500 congregations with more than 20,000 members outside the 
union. There was also continuing discontent because individuals did not 
recognize the agreement. On one side were persons who felt that only those 
with the gift of tongues had salvation, while on the other side were those 
who said that speaking in tongues did not come from God. This intolerance 
must be eliminated, Shatrov emphasized. He urged the presbyters of united 
congregations in particular to do their utmost to abide by the agreement.”8 

In 1977, at another expanded plenum with more than seventy persons 
in attendance, President Andrei Klimenko and General Secretary Alexei 
Bychkov both dealt with the problem at length, noting that it was compli- 
cated and hinting at a new solution. Klimenko reported that the number of 
Pentecostals joining the union had declined and also complained that the 
major problem was the partisan attitude toward the August Agreement, 
where he. faulted both sides for partisanship. Both he and Bychkov spoke 
positively about Pentecostal congregations registering autonomously, 
Klimenko in fact saying: “We approve such a step also.’”9 Klimenko also 
noted that leading Pentecostal brethren had submitted a declaration to the 
presidium. proposing. structural changes in the AUCECB in order to 
improve the work for union. He reported. that the presidium planned to 
study the proposals further but that they were of the opinion that, rather 
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than structural changes, improved work for unity should be achieved 
through greater efforts from all church members, senior presbyters, and 
presbyter council. The council did approve a suggestion made by Klimenko 
and Bychkov to introduce local evangelists or assistant senior presbyters 
whose special task would be to deal with the unity issue. In short, they 
would work harder at unity locally but Pentecostals who wanted to main- 
tain their distinctives were welcome to leave. 

Generally speaking, it was the more moderate Pentecostals who were 
humble enough to accept second-class treatment within AUCECB ranks, 
Official estimates still tried to minimize the number that remained outside 
the union. Soviet scholars have also tried to ascribe minority status to the 
unregistered Pentecostals.8° Supporters of the unregistered Pentecostals 
have claimed that they number between 200,000 and 500,000.. Precise 
statistics are impossible, but the best-informed authority in the West feels 
there must be at least 100,000.*! 


Unregistered Pentecostals Try to Emigrate 

These unregistered Pentecostals are located in the Ukraine and Be- 
lorussia with Melitopol in Dnepropetrovsk Oblast as unofficial center. 
Many Pentecostals are scattered throughout the Russian Federation, espe- 
cially in Siberia and the Far East. One of their representatives has claimed 
that there are sixty congregations totaling 3,000 persons in Moscow alone. 
These are loosely divided into two groupings, a larger one led by A. N. Bi- 
dash and a. smaller grouping led by Grigorii Vashchenko, which practices 
greater ethical strictness. 8 

In January 1963 North Americans first learned of the plight of these 
Pentecostals when thirty-nine persons managed to force their way into the 
American embassy in Moscow to ask help for emigrating from the USSR. 
The Americans were embarrassed, and these believers were sent back to 
their home in Chernogorsk in Eastern Siberia. They had come to Moscow 
after despairing of ever receiving freedom of religion. Thereafter some of 
their leaders. served prison sentences until finally, in 1973, they renewed 
their attempts to emigrate. First they submitted requests to the Soviet au- 
thorities, then expanded their appeal to the United Nations. By January 
1978, the Pentecostal. emigration movement encompassed 10,000 people, 
and by July the number of people wishing to emigrate had increased to 20, 
000 and was still spreading to new congregations and to more members 
within congregations.*4 In a virtual repeat of the 1963 drama, seven Soviet 
Pentecostals from Chernogorsk managed to enter the American embassy.a 
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second time on June 27, 1978. This time the Americans did not turn them 
out, nor were they able to act on their request, so they are still in the em- 
bassy at the time of this writing.8® Recently AUCECB Pentecostal 
spokesman Peter Shatrov urged educational work in the churches against 
doing something foolish in order to emigrate. ® 

Soviet Jews and Soviet Germans have been able to emigrate in large 
numbers during the past decade, but so far only two Pentecostal families 
were able to emigrate after major press campaigns. A major reason why the 
Pentecostals wish to emigrate is that they feel there is no place for them in 
Soviet society. At the International Sakharov Hearings in Copenhagen in 
1977 recently emigrated Evgenii Bresenden stated: 


In view of the religious intolerance in the USSR, the majority of Chris- 
tian Pentecostals wait for a chance to leave the country and to emigrate 
to any non-communist country. They would rather go to Israel than to 
any other place because according to the Bible and Gospel, when justice 
and peace will be re-established after the present turmoil, the beginning 
of everything will be in Israel. Therefore we would be prepared to share 
all the Israeli People’s difficulties and hardships.” 


Another of the Pentecostal leaders, V. M. Vatulko, addressed a letter to the 
Conference for European Security meeting in Belgrade in 1977 in which he 
listed ten requests.8° They wanted unhindered worship services, buildings 
for worship, the right of parents to raise children in the faith, freedom to or- 
ganize Sunday schools and youth groups in the congregations, no restriction 
on religious congresses, no discrimination in education, permission to print 
literature, returning children to parents from whom they had been taken, 
releasing persons from prison, and rehabilitating. those persons imprisoned 
because of religion. It is a familiar litany of the problems that persist. For a 
short period an organized Pentecostal Samizdat journal was begun, but 
then the leaders stopped it.® 

An important reason why Mennonites have gained in status within the 
AUCECEB is their intimate link with fellow Mennonites abroad. Foreign 
support for Soviet Pentecostals leaves something to be desired. The largest 
wing of the Pentecostals, the Voronaev movement, was initially sponsored 
by the general council and then the mission society of the Assemblies of 
God from North America.® In recent decades Pentecostal-oriented East Eu- 
ropean missions have tried to help Soviet Pentecostals, but links with those 
in the Far East have been difficult to establish. Official Pentecostal ties to 
the Soviet Union are still weakly developed. 
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Evangelical Ecumenisn—Yes or No? 

Alexander Karev wanted to emphasize that the union of four different 
strands of evangelicals in the AUCECB was an achievement of evangelical 
ecumenism that should serve as an encouragement to evangelicals 
elsewhere to unite.?! Toward the end of his career there was increasing 
doubt that a real union of evangelicals would survive. In local cities such a 
union was threatened by anti-Pentecostal sentiments, by anti-Mennonite 
sentiments, not to mention the anti-Moscow sentiments that have never 
entirely disappeared. Compared with the separatist feelings locally, the 
open door stance of the Moscow leadership reveals commendable tolerance. 
Yet their policy has fostered a development whereby unity means uni- 
formity. In 1969 the statute was changed so that the union consisted of 
Mennonites, Pentecostals, and Evangelical Christian-Baptists, whereas for- 
merly the latter had been identified as two groupings. At the 1974 
congress. Fadiukhin reported with pleasure that an increasing number of 
persons were identifying themselves as ECB, including those from Men- 
nonite and Pentecostal backgrounds.® 

The movement toward autonomy has prompted a few key leaders to 
voice their thoughts about the possibility of a different structural arrange- 
ment which might be more successful in achieving evangelical unity 
without uniformity. Perhaps it might be possible to form a federated 
council of free churches as has been done in Hungary. This council would 
unite all evangelicals in dealing with the state on matters of concern to all of 
them; they could cooperate together in peace work and in other interna- 
tional activity, yet allow the freedom of each denomination to emphasize its 
distinctives. But such thinking has not even reached the formal discussion 
stage so far. : 

Many Pentecostals and a significant number of Mennonite Brethren 
remain outside the union. A growing number of them have obtained au- 
tonomous registration. Pentecostals inside the union at present are itching 
to leave, and it is no secret that many Baptist leaders would be relieved to 
see them go. If the Pentecostals would choose to leave, then many Men- 
nonite Brethren would do the same. That would represent a loss of at least 
fifteen percent of the AUCECB membership, not counting the fifteen 
percent lost earlier to the Reform Baptists. It is also apparent that if the 
Pentecostals left at their own initiative, fraternal relationships with the 
AUCECB would be strained. This was barely averted in December 1979 
when delegates refused to reelect Peter Shatrov. If, however, the AUCECB 
took the initiative in proposing a restructuring, the results in cooperation 
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second time on June 27, 1978. This time the Americans did not turn them 
out, nor were they able to act on their request, so they are still in the em- 
bassy at the time of this writing.8® Recently AUCECB Pentecostal 
spokesman Peter Shatrov urged educational work in the churches against 
doing something foolish in order to emigrate.% 

Soviet Jews and Soviet Germans have been able to emigrate in large 
numbers during the past decade, but so far only two Pentecostal families 
were able to emigrate after major press campaigns. A major reason why the 
Pentecostals wish to emigrate is that they feel there is no place for them in 
Soviet society. At the International Sakharov Hearings in Copenhagen in 
1977 recently emigrated Evgenii Bresenden stated: 


In view of the religious intolerance in the USSR, the majority of Chris- 
tian Pentecostals wait for a chance to leave the country and to emigrate 
to any non-communist country. They would rather go to Israel than to 
any other place because according to the Bible and Gospel, when justice 
and peace will be re-established after the present turmoil, the beginning 
of everything will be in Israel. Therefore we would be prepared to share 
all the Israeli People’s difficulties and hardships.8? 


Another of the Pentecostal leaders, V. M. Vatulko, addressed a letter to the 
Conference for European Security meeting in Belgrade in 1977 in which he 
listed ten requests.*8 They wanted unhindered worship services, buildings 
for worship, the right of parents to raise children in the faith, freedom to or- 
ganize Sunday schools and youth groups in the congregations, no restriction 
on religious congresses, no discrimination in education, permission to print 
literature, returning children to parents from whom they had been taken, 
releasing persons from prison, and rehabilitating those persons imprisoned 
because of religion. It is a familiar litany of the problems that persist. For a 
short period an organized Pentecostal Samizdat journal was begun, but 
then the leaders stopped it. 

An important reason why Mennonites have gained in status within the 
AUCECB is their intimate link with fellow Mennonites abroad. Foreign 
support for Soviet Pentecostals leaves something to be desired. The largest 
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would be greater and the AUCECB would maintain its leadership role. 

The movement toward autonomy presents a challenge to the 
AUCECB to demonstrate church-statesmanship of a quality that might 
persuade evangelicals in other countries to take their example seriously, 
Perhaps that is part of the new frontier for Soviet evangelicals. 
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It is necessary to fight for each young man and woman who 
comes under the influence of religion. The question of 
children is a question of the life and death of the church. 
—A. N. Puzin, Chairman 
Council for Affairs of Religious Cults 


... After Golgotha, the resurrection begins. Atheism, so to 
speak, is the manure that has prepared the ground for this 
resurrection. This is its significance. 

—Dmitrii Dudko 


11 Children and Youth: Competition 
Between Presbyter and Atheist 


In August 1976 twelve-year-old Oleg Korovin sent the following tele- 
gram to Prime Minister Kosygin: “I am afraid to go to school because, ac- 
cording to a court ruling, they are going to send me to a boarding school. I 
would like to live with my aunt Natasha and have her as my parental 
guardian. ! Oleg’s parents had died and the authorities did not wish his 
aunt, Natalia Korovina, a Christian, to become the guardian. Oleg stopped 
going to school and the authorities came to search for him, even opening up 
the bags of sawdust in the attic. Oleg was virtually in a state of shock. Fortu- 
nately in this instance, Natalia Korovina could report that in September the 
court decision was reversed and Oleg could remain in her home. 

To some extent Soviet atheists have given up trying to persuade older 
believers to become atheists, rather placing increased emphasis on training 
the children and young people. That includes trying to keep them from 
coming under systematic religious influence. One of the first acts of the So- 
viet state was to separate the churches from the schools and to deny the 
churches the right of religious instruction for children. Officially, parents 
have the right to communicate their beliefs to their children, although in 
practice this, too, has been challenged. During the past decade there has 
been an increasing emphasis on the responsibilities that parents have to 
raise their children in the spirit of communism. In the past several years 
there appears to have been some relaxation in this area and the Council for 
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Religious Affairs chairman, Vladimir Kuroedov, wrote in Izvestia on 
January 28, 1978, that “children may visit church and participate in the 
worship service.” The CPR Bulletin, however, printed numerous letters 
claiming that practical experience still gave them the opposite impression.” 

In 1968 the fate of the Sloboda family became a matter of widespread 
concern because the authorities had first sent the children away to or- 
phanages, and when the mother still persisted in teaching religion to the 
other children, sent the mother to prison. Not long afterward the Reform 
Baptists circulated a document containing 1,433 signatures collected from 
forty-two different towns and villages in seven republics. All of the signators 
were mothers complaining about persecution because of their children.‘ 
They mentioned sixty-four new arrests which affected about 200 children. 
When the atheist journal Nauka i Religiia published an article on or- 
phanages in 1971, it stated that the great majority of children in orphanages 
were not orphans but had in fact been removed from their parents for 
various reasons.® The illustration given concerned a member of the True 
Orthodox sect. Generally speaking, however, most of the Baptist docu- 
mentation suggests that actual loss of parental rights has been relatively 
rare, but the threat to remove children has been employed with alarming 
frequency. In recent issues of the CPR Bulletin there is now a special sec- 
tion devoted to the subject of children. 

It was the children who were largely responsible for precipitating the 
split in the Russian Baptist movement. The major criticism against the 1960 
statute and letter of instruction was that it advised against teaching religion 
to children, against permitting them in the worship services. State legisla- 
tion did not and still does not permit children under eighteen to be 
members of religious societies, As a result, the primary complaint against 
the Reform Baptists became that they had such an active program for 
children. Michael Bourdeaux has pointed out that in 1966 all the court cases 
emphasized this as the primary charge and it was also the primary com- 
plaint in newspaper articles.® 

Soviet atheists, committed to the theory: of social conditioning, have 
placed tremendous emphasis on atheist education. Soviet society has indeed 
become much more outrightly atheist than most other societies, yet official 
complaints about the insufficiency of the atheist propaganda reads like a 
never-ending litany. An article in Pravda (January 22, 1979) complains that 
many young people were not yet liberated from the religious influence of 
their parents and did not mind going to church.’ In spite of improvement in 
volume and quality of the atheist literature, Pravda still found that this 
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literature suffered from a frightening thematic monotony and lack of 
creativity. 

The struggle for the hearts of Soviet children and young people 
continues. Believers encounter tremendous handicaps in trying to compete 
with the state-sponsored atheist apparatus and yet the believers appear to 
be making some gains. During the past decade reports about young people 
searching for religion have increased steadily. 


What the Atheists Offer 

Actually, atheist instruction begins at childbirth when the mother is 
instructed how to protect the new Soviet citizen from the harmful in- 
fluences of religion.’ The kindergarten is also supposed to foster a spirit of 
atheism. But the major program of atheist propaganda begins in school. 

With the beginning of the Khrushchev campaign, the Ministry of 
Education began to introduce stronger guidelines whereby atheist propa- 
ganda would be included in the subject matter of all grades beginning with 
the fifth grade. In the older classes atheist instruction was more systematic 
and in Belorussia, for example, strudents in the tenth or graduating class 
were required to write essays giving their views on atheism and religion. In 
the universitites and other institutes of higher education, courses on the fun- 
damentals of scientific atheism became mandatory with the 1964-65 school 
year. This included twenty-four hours of course work, examination, and, ac- 
cording to a resolution of the Council of Ministers (December 29, 1975), 
scientific degrees were awarded to persons who “have mastered Marxist- 
Leninist theory ... and who observe the norms of communist mo- 
rality...” 

Soviet specialists have emphasized that not only do students study 
atheism, they are also drawn into atheist work. Under the guidance of 
experienced teachers, they participate in conducting atheist conversations, 
disputes, celebrate special atheist days or weeks, and help produce atheist 
displays. 

For the child from a Christian family, one of the major worries is the 
pressure to join the junior party organizations. Although some believers 
regard membership in the Young Octobrists, Pioneers, or even Komsomol 
(Communist Youth League) as harmless—they serve a useful function for 
teaching children discipline, how to survive in the woods, as North 
American children would in Boy Scout organizations—there is an initiation 
ceremony with an oath that includes an affirmation of atheism. For many 
Baptists, especially the Reform Baptists, this is a serious matter. It means 
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that the young school child must personally take a stand to refuse to join the 
Octobrists, to refuse to wear the red tie of the Pioneers, in spite of extreme 
pressure from classmates and teachers. One resourceful Orthodox girl 
confessed to her priest that she had committed a sin by wearing the red tie 
of the Young Pioneers. But she explained: “Of course, we're powerless. 
They make us do it. So this is what we did. First we blessed it with holy 
water, and then put it on.” 

The schoolteacher not only has the task of including teaching units on 
atheism in her curriculum, she also has to play the role of antireligious spy. 
Regularly, children are asked whether they or their parents go to church. 
Sometimes teachers are expected to keep watch at the church to note which 
of their students are attending. Legally, any reference to religious affiliation 
may not appear in state documents, including school grades, but in practice 
this is often violated. Rita Goge, tenth-grade student, reported that her 
literature teacher had indicated to her that if they would receive one more 
report from the authorities that she was attending church, then she would 
get the grade “unsatisfactory” for the next exam.!! In school No. 31 in Sim- 
feropol lecturer Moskivitin had: spoken so viciously about believers, espe- 
cially the Dubrovik family, whose son attended the school, that the listeners 
responded by shouting, “They should be hanged.” Some of the older 
students thereupon beat up young Dubrovik so severely that he suffered:a 
concussion and was admitted to hospital. Later the mother discovered that 


Dubrovik’s teacher and the deputy director of the school had stood by while 


the beating was taking place without interfering.” 

It is no secret that many schoolteachers do not enjoy teaching atheism 
and authorities regularly complain that the teachers are not presenting the 
material with sufficient conviction or even omitting it altogether. School 
curriculum planners were also criticized by the recent Pravda article. Net 
only did it complain about the lack of antireligious content in children’s 
literature, it was discovered that only four books containing antireligious 
material were included in the publication plans for children’s literature until 
1980. None of the books recently published by the youth publishing house, 
Molodaia Gvardia, were worth mentioning, for here, too, Pravda com- 
plained that they were “boring and superficial.’’ 8 

Particularly since 1966, the 360,000 libraries, 140,000 clubs, and houses 
of culture, plus the 11,900 museums in the Soviet Union are all required to 
engage in constant atheistic propaganda." To achieve this task and to build 
up a cadre of workers to read the lectures on atheism, to write the news- 
paper articles or to do the personal counselling with believers, special 
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schools were introduced. These are the so-called schools for Marxism-Len- 
inism. In Belorussia in 1972, 10,000 persons completed the program in 
scientific atheism. There are also people’s universities for atheism and 
schools for atheist lecturers. At present there are 35,000 People’s 
Universities with nine million persons studying, with most of these 
universities including a faculty on scientific atheism. Alone in Belorussia 
there are eighty schools devoted exclusively to the education of atheist lec- 
turers. 


Poor Quality of Atheist Program 

These statistics notwithstanding, reports about poorly attended. lec- 
tures and their poor quality appear regularly in the Soviet press. In one not 
untypical story reported by Sovetskaia Rossia a resourceful lecturer was 
exposed to criticism. Earning his living through honorariums from lectures, 
he was booked to hold three lectures on the same evening in different loca- 
tions. He succeeded in signing the register at each place, staying long 
enough to collect his fee and moving on to the next one, with no one the 
wiser since no one showed up for the lectures anyway. 

The persistent problem with all this atheist propaganda was that al- 
though they claimed to teach “scientific atheism,” it was not very scien- 
tific.'5 The Academy of Sciences had already established a sector for 
atheism within the institute of philosophy in 1959. As a result, numerous 
scientific studies were undertaken, notably sociological studies on religiosity 
by A. I. Klibanov and others but also by party workers so that the results 
varied in quality.!6 Following the decision of. the Central Committee in 
January 1964, an institute of scientific atheism was established in the 
Academy of Social Sciences and became responsible for the coordination of 
all scientific atheist work. Since’ then, noticeable improvement in research 
and publications can be observed and there is also some broadening of the 
scope of research, although ideological restrictions still place restraints on 
the quality. A major conference in 1974 demonstrated the improved quality 
of the research and also demonstrated some increase in an interdisciplinary 
approach.!7 

The continuing problem with atheist propaganda has been the sim- 
plistic definition of religion as “anti-scientific world-view, spiritual product 
of a mixed-up world.’’!8 It may be true that the churches of the Middle 
Ages and the Russian Orthodox Church of the nineteenth century were ob- 
scurantist and intolerant, but it is unfair to describe the present church that 
way. As long as Soviet scholars continue to claim that the professed interest 
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of the modern church in such questions as war and peace, in international 
affairs, and in specific questions about their country’s future are merely 
speculative attempts to appeal to the young people, their own claims to 
scholarship will not be taken seriously.!® So far, the Soviet Union has not 
produced a significant atheist philosopher, the worship of Lenin notwith- 
standing. 

A primary emphasis of Soviet atheism in recent years has been the so- 
called “individual work with believers.” This represents the recognition that 
the reasons for the persistence of belief are complex. Individual atheist 
counselors are encouraged to become personally acquainted with believing 
individuals, to become a personal friend who demonstrates concern for 
them and whose advice they gradually come to appreciate. Many books and 
articles have been printed in recent years describing case histories which 
usually involved sustained effort over a time span of several years.2° The 
principles and methodology are obviously borrowed from some Christian 
personal worker’s manual. 

The fact that believers fear their young people will become friendly 
with such a personal worker indicates that this method has been relatively 
successful. It is a method, however, which is labor-intensive and in spite of 
all the many atheist seminaries there is still a shortage of dedicated atheist 
workers, especially of those prepared to live in the villages where religious 
convictions are still strong. Newspaper articles regularly urge all members 
of Soviet society to assume responsibility for fellow citizens and to befriend 
and influence individual believers in order to help them find their way to a 
full and happy integration into Soviet society. 


How Successful Are They? 

A total of 600 experts met in Kiev in 1978 to evaluate the achievements 
over the past fifteen years since the introduction of socialist rituals.2! Par- 
ticipants were told that in recent years more than eighty percent of those 
persons that broke with religion did so because they had been influenced by 
the new rituals. Although the editors of Nauka i Religia protested that the 
socialist rituals had not simply been introduced to replace religious rituals, 
still they did emphasize that they were a legitimate weapon in the struggle 
with religion. Substitute rituals were introduced as early as 1923, but the 
systematic introduction of a wide range of rituals is directly connected to 
the Khrushchev campaign. The first Wedding Palace was opened in Len- 
ingrad in 1958. The Ukraine became the major experimental region. Today 
there are 400 offices for socialist rituals, 940 special ritual societies, ninety-: 
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four palaces and houses for festive occasions, 8,500 ritual halls, and 500 sa- 
lons for ritual feasts. In addition the Ukraine has 1,500 vocal collectives or 
choirs and 1,150 orchestras available to serve at ritual functions. 

Yet in spite of this effort, Soviet criticism continues. A Soviet 
ethnographer comparing an Orthodox priest and a Soviet ritualist con- 
cluded that the latter lacked the moral authority and the personal contact 
with the recipient that the priest had. In addition there were still many re- 
ligious rituals for which no substitute had been developed. One particular 
failure was the inability to devise an appropriate Soviet burial ceremony. 
Participants at the Kiev conference also expressed the wish for the creation 
of a coordinating center for all Union republics. One critic noted that 
perhaps a “ministry for the Soviet cult” will soon be created, similar to the 
“ministry for opium,” the popular designation for the Council for Religious 
Affairs. 


State Atheism 

That is, in fact, the major factor which explains the massive atheist 
program. Soviet atheism is state atheism, it is the official confession of faith 
of the majority of Soviet citizens and is sponsored and protected by the state 
in the same way that Roman Catholicism was the state religion of Austria in 
the eighteeneth century. Austrian Roman Catholic Cardinal Kénig, who 
developed this argument at length in a widely publicized newspaper article 
in 1975 and thereby touched a tender nerve, has been repeatedly attacked 
by no less-a personage than Vladimir Kuroedov himself as a falsifier of 
Marxist atheism.22 

Soviet protests, however, remain mere rhetoric, because the evidence 
clearly supports Cardinal Kénig’s conclusions. Churches are permitted ac- 
cording to the constitution the freedom to practice religious rituals but only 
atheism is granted the freedom to propagandize. The Znanie Society, which 
began its work in 1947, places major emphasis on atheist propaganda and 
the training of atheist cadres. It now has a membership of 2.9 million.* In 
addition, both party and state apparatus are deeply involved in the atheist 
program directly. A Party Central Committee decision in 1964 ordered its 
Department for Propaganda and Agitation to direct its atheist program not 
only toward party members but toward the entire population. Regional 
councils to coordinate scientific atheist propaganda and research were es- 
tablished. Councils for scientific atheism were created in the 4,243 regional 
and city executive committees of the party, and even in 390,000 party cells 
such councils were established. In the state structure, special commissions 
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were established which had the task to ensure that Soviet legislation on reli- 
gion was not being violated: Each local Soviet was ordered to create such a 
commission where the vice-chairman of the executive committee for the 
local state administration served as chairman.* It is these commissions that 
keep track of all religious activity on card files and thereby try to restrain its 
growth. 

Estimated figures are unavailable for the amount of money the state 
has invested in the atheist campaign, but the sum would be astronomic. 
Christians naturally regard state sponsorship of atheism as unfair, but there 
is also widespread sentiment in the population generally that state sponsor- 
ship is undesirable. Alexander Solzhenitsyn called on the Soviet leaders in 
1973 to stop the state subsidies, to allow atheism to compete freely with reli- 
gion. This, he argued, would permit the entire agitprop apparatus “to prove 
the true strength of their ideological convictions and sincerity.” And he 
went on to ask: “What have you to fear? ... Are you really so unsure of 
yourself?”’25 

The abolition of state atheism is unlikely, however. Not only would it 
require new policy decisions; a large number of laws that imply diserimina- 
tion against believers would need to be revised. But above all, most ob- 
servers are convinced that the atheist apparatus would quickly disappear if 
permitted to compete. 

In spite of its lamentable tastelessness, superticiality, and intellectual 
shortcomings, Soviet atheism has much to offer. That is, to decide to believe 
in God involves a conscious decision to live with many restrictions and dis- 
criminations. On my visit to the Soviet Union in May 1979 a member of our 
group was handed a short letter which stated: “Iam a teacher and a Baptist, 
and immediately after I was baptized, I was dismissed from school. 
Ekaterina Alexeevna Morozova, ul. Musorgskogo 11, Apartment 237, 
Moscow 127490.” 





What the Evangelicals Offer 

In terms of the usual factors for evaluation, such as money, expertise, 
media access, etc., the evangelicals appear hopelessly at a disadvantage. 
Father Dmitri Dudko, however, drew attention to other factors that help 
explain the attractiveness of religion. Atheists, he claimed, base their propa- 
ganda on cowardice, that terrible weakness in man. “The Christian faith, 
however, calls for cross-bearing.”’26 

The major propaganda weapon for the evangelicals is the family. The 
CCECB in a special statute for child-raising parents declared that: 
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A homemade printing press used by the secret publisher, Khristianin 
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ABOVE: Meetinghouse of the registered Mennonite church in Alma-Ata, Kazakhstan, 1977 





TOP RIGHT: Meetinghouse of the registered Mennonite church in Novosibirsk. 
BOTTOM RIGHT: Some Mennonite preachers in Kazakhstan. 
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Atheist propaganda poster. Cadre Creation—the Story of how grandma Neonila enticed her 
grandson to church. 


1. Let’s go to God’s temple, grandson, 3. You must always pray to God 
You'll see how wonderful It Is there. So that no calamity will befall you. 
2. Those are no simple pictures; 4. And here you can serve; 
Here saints are portrayed. Such work Is pleasing to God. 
How awful, when an old fanatic teaches her grandson this spirit. 
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The seven Pentecostals, the Peter Vashchenko family and Mrs. Maria Chmykalov with her son, in 
the American Embassy in Moscow, August 1978. 


“Announcement: Today on Wednesday, July 27, 1977, at 7:00 p.m. in the summer rooms of the 
Jubilee Building there will be a meeting of local residents to consider the question of the anti- 
social activities of the group of Pentecostals in Stantsia Starotitarovskoe—by order of the execu- 
tive committee of the Soviet.” (Both photos courtesy of Keston College) 
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CCECB General Secretary Georgi P. Vins. ( 
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Photo courtesy of Keston College) 
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ABOVE: The family of the imprisoned Reform Baptist leader Georgi Vins at the beginning of his 
term in 1974. (Photo courtesy of Keston College) 


BELOW: Interior of the Reform Baptist Church in Kiev which was registered unconditionally in 
August 1975 while its prominent member Georg! Vins was in prison. 
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ting together In 1976. Front row, left to right: D. V. Miniakov, 
ptala, K. K. Kroeker. 


TOP: Six members of the CCECB mee 
G. K. Kriuchkov, N. P. Khrapov. Standing: M. |. Khorev, M. T. Sha 


BOTTOM: Members of Council of Prisoners’ Relatives in 1979. Seated second from right is 
ding second from left; the new president 


President Lidia M. Vins; Secretary Galina Rytikova is stan’ 
following Lidia Vins’s departure is A. T. Kozorezova, third from left, standing. (Both photos 


courtesy Friedensstimme) 
312 


CPR activist Galina Rytikova with her si i 
Rytik six children in the earl ies; i 
oldest was recently imprisoned for his faith. (Photo cilities oN sialon Callegey” es 
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TOP: CCECB evangelist lakov Skorniakov with his wife, shortly before Imprisonment in 1978. 


BOTTOM LEFT: Johan Steffan, leader of the Reform Baptist Church in Issyk, Kazakhstan, began 
serving his fourth prison setence in 1974. A photo taken secretly in 1979 shows him in a seriously 
emaciated condition. He wrote to his wife recently, “My conditions cannot become worse than 
they are.” (Photo courtesy of Friedensstimme) 


BOTTOM RIGHT: Boris M. Zdorovets in the late seventies after another prison term. An early 
Reform Baptist leader. (Photo courtesy of Keston College) 
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TOP: Valentin Naprienko, here shown with his family, was sentenced to three years of strict 
regimen in August 1979 because he transported religious literature in his automobile. (Photo 
courtesy Friedensstimme) 


BOTTOM LEFT: Boris M. Zdorovets with his wife in 1971 after release from ten years’ prison and 
exile. (Bottom photos courtesy of Keston College) 


BOTTOM RIGHT: Close-up of Boris M. Zdorovets, early Reform Baptist leader, most of whose life 
has been wasted in prison camps. 
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ABOVE: A typical photo montage circulated as a prayer reminder among Reform Baptists in the 
Soviet Union. The words read: “New prisoners for the cause of the gospel. Remember my 


chains.” Photos concern Jakob P. Wolf, the family of |. T. Shlekht, and the family of Jakob G. 
dantsen. 


ABOVE: CCECB member M. I. Khorev (right) with youth evangelist Peter P. Peters (left) and Rostov 
children’s worker Nina Zakharova. Both men are currently in prison. 





BELOW: CCECB member N. G. Baturin with his wife on release from prison in October 1976. 
(Photo courtesy of Keston College) 


i ho received a two-year 
BELOW: The wife and children of Jakob P. Wolf (Issyk, Kazakhstan), w 
prison sentence in December 1977. (Both photos courtesy of Keston College) 
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N. G. Baturin with his family. Baturin, elected acting CCECB secretary in August 1979, was ar- 
rested in November 1979. (Photo courtesy of Keston College) 


318 








TOP: A group of friends wait in the left foreground for the release of Nina Kravchenko (September 
1977) from the prison camp in the background. (Both photos courtesy of Keston College) 


BOTTOM: Released prisoner Nina Kravchenko shares a prayer of thanksgiving with her friends 
outside the prison gates. She had served four years because of her involvement in children’s work 
in her home congregation in Maikop (Krasnodarskii Krai). 
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“Children are citizens of heaven, for whose life the parents are responsible. 
If a citizen of heaven perishes because the parents were at fault, the Lord 
will exact strict punishment, so much so that it would have been better: had 
he not been born.”2’ Recent research revealed that eighty percent of the 
believers gave religious instruction to their children at home.%8 In another 
study twenty-six percent of the Baptists interviewed had been religious 
since childhood, twenty-one percent described parental influence as the 
chief factor in shaping their religiosity. A study of Reform Baptists in 
Tambov Oblast revealed that forty percent of the membership was be 
twenty and forty years of age. This was also true of its leaders.3° Central 
leadership appeared to consist primarily of persons born before 1910 but 


27.5 percent were under forty. At the local leadership level the involveme 
of the young peopl 





tween 


nt 
€ was even more striking. In 1961, forty-eight percent of 
the local leaders were under forty years of age?! 

Soviet scholars also describe the Mennonites as unique in their special 
emphasis on the education of children. In Karaganda, Kazakhstan 81.5 
percent of the children were taught religion in their homes and 46.3 percent 
of these were active believers.22 Only nine percent of the children had 
joined the Young Pioneer organization. Another study noted that ap- 
proximately twenty percent of Mennonite membership was under thirty 
years of age; in the city of Tomsk it was as high as forty-one percent. 
Generally speaking, more than half of the membership was under fifty, In 
the Pavlodar Oblast seventy-one percent were under fifty, in Novosibirsk 
Oblast 77.5 percent were under fifty, while in Tomsk eighty-nine percent 
were under fifty. “This is one of the major features distinguishing them 
from other sectarian groupings. ”’33 





This deep concern that children receive a religious upbringing also 
comes through when one speaks with AUCECB members | 


ocally. Their 
journal, however, must be more circumspect and contains rather little. Ina 


recent article, “On Being a Christian,” the writer stated that “believing 
parents must convey a knowledge of God to their chil 
must not impose their faith on the children, but rel 
help and the sufficiency of personal exampl 


dren, but in this they 
y only on faith in God’s 
e. 34 Too often, considering the 
atheist competition, this proved inadequate and parents were relieved to see 


that their children were attracted to the active youth program offered by 
the Reform Baptists. 





She had been in prison simultaneously with her father. (Photo courtesy of Friedensstimme) 


Special activities for children were a key part of the program of the 
Initsiativniki. They conducted Sunday school classes, although they had 
very little specialized literature for this purpose. When Georgi Vins was put 





sentence. 
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on trial in 1975 a major charge was that he had been actively involved in the 
preparation and printing of children’s literature. A handwritten teacher's 
manual entitled “The Song of the Shepherd”, had been confiscated. This 
book consisted of individual lessons prepared by F. W. Kasakova with cor- 
rections made by Vins. Another book confiscated consisted of religious pic- 
tures and was entitled “Paint Them Yourself.’’> Seeing the staggering array 
of children’s literature in North American bookstores, Vins’s daughter 
Natasha announced she would devote herself to translating the best ma- 
terials so that the CCECB could publish more. 

According to Soviet sources, Mennonites are also active in circulating 
children’s educational materials. This German language material has been 
sent to them by relatives and friends from abroad, and some individuals 
spend their time making additional handwritten copies.°* In recent years 
AUCECB Baptists have again increased their children’s activity. This is, 
however, done at local initiative. The Moscow union is unable to support 
even one children’s specialist, Where this children’s work is done, it is car- 
ried out under conditions of strict secrecy. Officially, the AUCECB 
churches do not have Sunday schools. 

Parents are specially concerned about the atheist pressure their 
children experience at school. As a result a tradition has developed whereby 
the worship service preceding school opening day focuses especially on the 
children and special prayers are said for them. Enterprising churches, espe- 
cially Reform Baptists, take the children on a special outing on that 
weekend. Not only is there much singing and telling of Bible stories, even a 
treasure hunt in the forest is linked with religious themes. Sometimes as the 
children follow the signs along the path marked by their teachers, they find 
themselves following “the pilgrim’s progress.” Above all, teachers and 
parents try to communicate to the children that they will not be alone in 
facing ridicule and abuse in school.%” 

State legislation forbids church membership before age eighteen and 
also forbids youth circles. In spite of this, Baptists and other evangelicals 
devote considerable attention to youth activities. In most registered con- 
gregations, one worship service a week is a youth service, Although of- 
ficially described as a regular worship service, there is much more music 
and singing by the young people, many churches having youth orchestras, 

and some of the young men preach short sermons. In unregistered con- 
gregations youth activity is fostered more explicitly and young people are 
also encouraged in practical activity. Young people call on the sick and the 
aged, help in cleaning the church premises, and are usually responsible for 
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—— ae at feast days, In active churches, whether registered 
as gistered, the young people meet each other in large or small groups 
most every day. This includes the choir practice, band practice, as well 
smaller groups meeting to practice their assignment at the outh ie: 
s — there are also informal Bible studies. Much of this Hy is sell 
i ed and self-organized so that the presbyter cannot be held responsi- 
™ babe American evangelicals, like many other religious groupings 

ve deve oped and printed a virtual mountain of literature for and ab t 
children and young people. In the Soviet Union such literature is patel 
each < is ee only because the authorities prevent its sublctie, 
: . eae there is a great need for more creative writing and transla- 
ions. Religious novels for youth and children, religious films, and oth 
similar creative attempts to attract and influence young people rust il 
regarded by those producing literature for the Soviet Union as luxury a 


. The Presbyter Is Responsible 
aK there is no central coordinating body for children and youth 
baie ays true for state atheism, primary responsibility falls on the local 
. yter Me ae ies account tells the story of an older presbyter 
registered Baptist church whose youn i 
g people were requesting bap- 
tism.35 They came into his office i ear onn 
after the service, asked to s i 
: peak to hi 
rege the church warden, the local spy for the authorities, refused 
: ines i ear a ics minister suggested to the young people that 
uld walk them home. On the way the f 
! y arranged for secret sessi 
Mae 9 would hear their testimonies and examine their knowledge of its 
ie : sigh managed to overhear one of these sessions at the young 
aa : ouse, when they made plans to meet at the lake in the middle of 
os ne ia aoe The baptism took place because the warden, who 
orted this to the authorities, got to the scen S oanne 
! , e of the “crime” ten 
sealed se late. a role : the warden and the disinclination of the older 
© spend a second term in prison finally | it wi 
y led to a split with th 
ee preacher and the young people forming a separate church. . 
r ne is a typical ven The brave and zealous young people had less fear 
consequences, but it is unfair to dismiss all regi 
tered presbyt 
cowards. The task of the byter i i fovthe laces, 
presbyter is an onerous one. Exce 
) pt for the lar 
saat ars in ae city, the presbyter works for his living in the fac. 
on the collective farm like his fellow members 
) and can only devot 
his free time to church work. That means that after the sihaisticne of the 
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day’s labor and of standing in line to buy food and other necessities, he is 
still expected to have the energy and creativity to provide forward-looking 
leadership. The church’s expectations of him are considerable. 
‘Assistant General Secretary Mitskevich described these expectations in 
a recent article.2? Above all, he must serve as pastor or shepherd of the flock, 
which is a high honor but also very difficult. He has a responsibility for each 
soul; he must be as a father to the church. That means, too, that he must be 
concerned that the members receive good spiritual food. By means of visita- 
tion and conversation he should be personally acquainted with the 
experiences, illnesses, and suffering of each member. According to Mitske- 
vich, the presbyter must also have the gift of administration. This gift, as he 
and others such as Karev and Levindanto regularly emphasize,*° must not 
lead to dictatorial ruling over the others, but he should be able to rely on 
assistants and should create an atmosphere of mutual understanding and 
unity. But as administrator ‘he is responsible to take the initiative on all 
church activity and should also plan ahead. Mitskevich in particular 
criticized the tendency to wait until the minute before the start of the 
service, when the preachers met for pre-service prayer, to find out who 
would be assigned to preach. Preaching quality would be better if the 
presbyter had assigned a preaching rota in advance. The Moscow 
leadership has regularly encouraged an improvement in the quality of the 
leadership by printing helpful articles in the journal. In 1958 they also sent a 
handbook for ministers to all the churches, which was replete with practical 
advice.*! ; 

Although the evangelicals emphasize the priesthood of all believers, in 
practice it is not only the Baptist presbyter who has a tendency to dominate 
his flock, Worship in a typical Pentecostal service is as follows: Following 
the congregational singing, the presbyter or elder preaches an introductory 
sermon, During the congregational singing that follows, the elder walks 
over to one of the preachers and asks him to preach. After this preacher has 
completed his sermon, there is a call to prayer with everyone praying on his 
knees. During this time, some of the members speak in tongues. The 
preacher closes the prayer session. Then follow several more songs, during 
which the elder, again moved by the Spirit, asks another preacher for the 
next sermon. The cycle is repeated up to three times.” 

Mennonites also have an elder (like a bishop) as their leader, plus nu- 
merous preachers. Even more so than in Mennonite Brethren circles, the 
Mennonite elder is accorded great esteem and his word is final at congrega- 
tional meetings. Mennonites are accustomed to respecting the wisdom of 
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year but the plenipotentiary was threatening other measures. How he: 


wished he could take a break from his duties, get a good rest, and reassess _, 


all those little decisions he had been forced to make, small compromises he 
had agreed to, to give the church more breathing room in other areas. He 
had not consciously compromised nor cooperated with the state but some of 
his actions troubled his conscience. 

Recently he had started a new activity that was a mixture of blessing 
and worry. He had told the congregation that on one day of the week he 
would be available at the church for counseling, This did not work too well 
until the other ministers who had joined him for the counseling session 
received the message that the people wanted to see the presbyter alone. 
Once he was alone with them, they had started unburdening their hearts 
and often he had been able to help them or at least to pray together with 
them. But this, too, weighed on him because if the member s secret became 
known to the authorities, then clearly he alone could have told them. He 
knew he “was suffering from emotional fatigue but didn't know where to 
turn. 

The role of a presbyter in a Reform Baptist church is probably more 
difficult. Presbyter Ivan Froese of Dzhezkazgan was regularly ordered to 
appear for questioning at the offices of the city executive committee.*4 The 
interview was usually conducted by a KGB official. Since 1969 this man had 
been urging them to register their church but Froese refused because of the 
conditions involved. The authorities demanded to know everything that 
was happening at their church but his church brotherhood had determined 
that the authorities had no right to know about inner-church affairs. 
Therefore he refused to talk, refused even to say who was the leader of the 
congregation. The interrogations continued, usually they lasted from five to 
eight hours, even if he spent the whole time saying nothing. The authorities 
began offering incentives, suggesting that if he would cooperate they would 
allow him as a Soviet German to emigrate to West Germany. Froese 
refused, and one day, after a series of coincidences in which members of his 
family had been photographed, they were shown a one-hour television 
program which presented Froese and his family as backward and dull, a 
family receiving the advantages and privileges of the Soviet state but pay- 

ing them back with hatred and agitation against the socialist order. 

Froese was only twenty-seven when he became presbyter, continuing 
to work for a living while serving the 200-member congregation in his free 
time. He had a family of nine children and was very poor. Usually he would 
arise at 5:00 a.m., and together with some of the older children, go to the 
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fields to stuff several bags full of grass which they had picked with their 
hands in order to provide fodder for his cow. In the evening and often at 
night there were always guests coming to see him for spiritual counsel or to 
discuss affairs of the church. Many of his fellow pastors had spent from 
three to five years in prison; a growing number of them had been in prison 
several times. Others were in hiding from the authorities, able to aes thei 
family for only fleeting moments every few weeks. That a why, one aah 
person explained, the wife of a presbyter stood with him at the frorit of the 
church for the ordination service, why she had to kneel with him and was 
asked whether she, too, was ready to pay the costs of the ministry. For her 
that meant assuming the bulk of family responsibilities, | 
F roese was not the only one regularly urged to cooperate with the au- 
thorities. One immigrant tells a somewhat dramatized story of a deacon 
who was simply asked to inform the authorities on the activities of the pas- 
tor and his church. Naturally, he refused, but they said that if he adie 
do so, they would circulate rumors that the presbyter of his Adventist 
church was planning to join forces with the Baptists. That would probabl 
mean that the church members would oust him. It was in the ene 
power to preserve the reputation of the presbyter—by reporting he would 
actually be doing a good deed! When he still refused he was threatened 
with prison, with false charges of having embezzled money, until finall 
literally in a state of shock, the poor man signed the sheet of paper thrust in 
front of him. Later he was sure it had all been a bad dream because he did 
not hear from the authorities again, but a half year later they called on him 
and demanded information. When threats did not work, he was given a 
drug which loosened his tongue. This deacon’s mistake had been that he 
did not wish to burden his presbyter with additional worry and therefore 
had not confided in him when the first pressure started. Later he was-too 
ashamed to talk. Few of the church spies, of which there is usually one 
per congregation whether registered or unregistered, deliberately wish to 
harm the church. They are people whose weakness has been discovered. 


Local Leadership 
In most registered congregations there is one presbyter and one or 
several deacons. Presbyter and deacon are individuals legally registered b 
the state for their tasks. As a result, the deacons are often Seis 
assistants, engaging in a much broader pastoral activity than is true of dea- 
cons elsewhere. Deacons are also ordained, but when a deacon is elected a 
presbyter, a second ordination service follows. In many churches, the dea- 
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cons assist the presbyter in visitations with the membership and in generally 
caring for the spiritual welfare of the church. 

The office of evangelist was historically a very vital office in evangel- 
ical churches and was therefore held in high esteem. A major reason for the 
rapid growth in the 1920s was the work of the evangelist who was supported 
by groups of churches and assigned to specific districts to evangelize. The 
office of evangelist is not permitted legally since 1929, but it still functions. 
In registered churches some of the preachers are informally asked to serve 
as evangelists, which. means that they travel to neighboring villages for 
preaching services to small groups of people which are too small to register. 
Reform Baptists still place great emphasis on this office by maintaining a 
special department of evangelism. 

In the registered churches the evangelist is often an individual show- 
ing promise as a preacher. Weekend evangelistic trips are his apprentice- 
ship and later he may be encouraged to move to another community which 
is in need of a presbyter. The other preachers are not usually ordained. Ina 
large church, such as the AUCECB church in Novosibirsk with 1,000 
members, there is at present a preaching corps of thirty-six persons.* All 
take their turn at preaching, although some are more active than others be- 
cause they are also deacons, choir leaders, or band leaders. 

Recently the word evangelist has once again appeared in Bratskii 
Vestnik. In connection with the question of improving relations with Pente- 
costals inside the union, both President Andrei Klimenko and the general 
secretary, Alexei Bychkov, urged the introduction of either assistant senior 
presbyters or evangelists who would devote their time exclusively to 
strengthening the unity of the brotherhood. Delegates approved the crea- 
tion of a department for evangelism and unity at the 1979 All-Union 
congress.‘ 

A little-noted but powerful source of leadership in the local congrega- 
tion is the executive committee. According to the law, it consists of three 
persons but may not include the presbyter. The executive committee is 
responsible for the nonspiritual aspects of congregational life. It negotiates 
the contract for the building, is responsible for repairs and maintenance and 
extension or remodeling when these become possible. In most evangelical 
churches, the non-ordained preachers are elected to the executive commit- 
tee so that its activities are included in the discussion at the regular meeting 
of ministers. The AUCECB sought to restrict the powers of this committee 
in a revised statute approved in December 1979 whereby all spiritual and 
policy-setting issues became the presbyter’s prerogative and the executive 
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ies s responsibility was limited to looking after local administrative 
Without discounting the good work these various office holders do. the 
fact remains that it is the women who have and still contribute the lion’s sh 
to the existence of the church. Many of their number went to prison toa 
but often they were able to keep the church open while the husband was in 
prison. While Abram Hamm served his sentence ( 1970-73), his wife invited 
the congregation to meet in her house in order to show the authorities how 
ineffectual had been their attempt to hinder church life.8 In the early years 
Jacob Zhidkov and others had repeatedly acknowledged the vital role'af the 
women. Maria Orlova, Michael Orlov’s wife, was a schoolteacher who had 
made a futile attempt to become a missionary to India (before the Revolu- 
tion). She contributed significantly as part of a gifted husband-and-wife 
ee feeling that her husband’s ministry was not the same after her 
Yet Soviet evangelicals have tended to apologize for the fact that some 
of their women do lead. In a major article for presbyters, N. A: Levindanto 
stated that only one deaconess was referred to in the New Testament 
(Rom. 16:1). Since there was no reference to ordination, a woman could 
lead the worship service and preach as did Philip’s dane bier but the 
church ordinances should be conducted by ordained men from netehborin 
congregations. At the 1979 congress ten of the 525 delegates were eee 
One of them from Moldavia delivered a lengthy speech on the role of 


- women in the Bible. With great humility she asked the men not to forget to 


teach the women, including teaching them when to be silent and when to 
help. Yet she also made a stirring appeal for the creation of the office of dea- 
coness, urging the brothers to help women to serve God. Presiding chair- 
man Ivan Gnida hugged her and apologized profusely for the many ti 
the men had taken the women for granted.5! . isla 
In most Soviet evangelical circles the requirement that the woman 
wear a head covering (usually a shawl) implies greater subordination than‘ 
one would expect. Usually the brethren (men) meet separately to make 
church decisions before sharing them with the entire membership. When 
visiting in a Russian evangelical home, it is unusual for the wife to ar- 
ticipate in the discussion of church affairs: If’ most Soviet accel 
women do not preach or speak in public, they do pray fervently during the 
public prayer ‘sessions. In this writer's experience, the content of fee 
aay was sometimes more edifying than the sermons preached by the 
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The Missing Teachers 
Specially trained teachers are a rarity in Soviet evangelical circles. The 
AUCECB is the only East European evangelical union that is not permitted 
to maintain its own seminary. Already in 1947 President Jacob Zhidkov had 
spoken of the need for a theological school, declaring this a vital question 
which they hoped to consider in the near future and “we believe that the 
Lord will give us success in this matter.”5* Here his optimism was over- 
extended because even at the present time of writing, a theological school 
still does not exist. In 1968 permission was received finally to open a 
theological school by correspondence with a maximum enrollment of 100. 
Present General Secretary Bychkov first became involved with AUCECB 
activity by translating and helping prepare course materials. By 1979, 272 
persons had graduated. from the two-year course. They had studied dog- 
matics, homiletics, exegetics, bibliology, church history, Evangelical Chris- 
tian-Baptist history and the constitution.® In reporting these results, Alexei 
Bychkov announced that they were preparing course materials for new dis- 
ciplines: comparative theology, Christian ethics, and ECB history. As.a 
result of the many proposals introduced at the 1974 congress, courses were 
also granted in music. In 1976 it became possible to add a third year of 
instruction, and the authorities now permitted fifty students to register an- 
nually. This made it possible to teach all three years of the course of studies 
simultaneously, thereby increasing the number of participants. In 1979 a 
special two-year course for church musicians began.®4 
The AUCECEB also. announced that permission had been received to 
open a second church on the outskirts of Moscow in a building which will 
house the new seminary.®> Since the announcement, numerous delays have 
arisen, and the seminary still remains a future dream. At most, several guest 
lecturers’ beginning with the Baptist Claus Meister of Switzerland have ad- 
dressed the correspondence students.*¢ 
The primary problem, even if the state permitted a seminary, is that 
the AUCEGB (like other evangelicals) lack adequately trained teachers. Be- 
ginning in 1957, the AUCECB was permitted to send four students to study 
at Baptist colleges in England. After a considerable time gap, this was 
resumed in. the late sixties so. that a total of twenty-seven persons had the 
opportunity for study abroad before this program was terminated in 1976.5" 
The correspondence course is not really at the level of a theological 
seminary; many of the courses are based on adaptations from: Moody Bible 
Institute. courses. Even those who studied abroad were unable to get 
theological depth. in the two short years of their study, limited. as they: were 
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by the need to learn a foreign language. Michael Zhidkov, after two years at 

Spurgeons College, was able to spend an additional year at MeMaster 

University. Of the younger corps of leaders, he is probably the only one ap- 

proaching the theological qualifications required to teach in a cota 

mae ieee fae na been unsuccessful so far in obtaining econ 
students to the inte i i i i 

sear ee ler sre rnational Baptist Theological Seminary at 

The major substitute for a seminary has been Bratskii Vestnik. General 
Secretary Karev and his assistant Mitskevich devoted major effort to fillin 
this journal with high-quality didactic articles. If a local presbyter oy 
fortunate to receive a subscription (it began with 3,000 copies, graduall 
increasing to 10,000 in 1978) and had built up a file, he would have a onl 
reference library available. A number of other major contributors to Bratskii 
Vesinik were former graduates of Bible classes that had been held i 
Moscow and Leningrad from 1924 to 1928.58 ach 
With the incorporation of the Baltic states and the Western Ukraine 
into the Soviet Union after the war, the Baptist Union also benefited b 
gaining access to better-educated clergy in this area. The most sAnGaaiae 
individual was Oswald Tiark, leading minister of the 2,000-member rie 
congregation in Tallinn, Estonia. Tiark had obtained a Master of Theolo 
degree at Columbia University before returning to Estonia to become a i 
tor.® In addition to organizing seminars and correspondence ey 
Estonia, he has written Bible commentaries on Mark’s Gospel, on 
Ephesians, and has recently completed the first half of the Book of Romins 
This is a major contribution, since a Russian-language commentary on the 
Bible does not exist, not even in translation, Unfortunately, Tiark, aged 75 
cannot anticipate many more productive years and there is an ident need 
for persons of his ability and training. 

The Reform Baptists have been hampered even more in their access to 
theological materials. They have, however, been very aggressive in trying to 
collect valuable articles from old Baptist journals for reprinting and ie 
been influenced by the growing supplies of religious literature that have 
been brought into the country by tourists and other individuals Copies of 
the AUCECB correspondence course material have been obtained in the 
West, resulting in reproduction for widest circulation. In one instance 
stra this writer, a dozen Reform Baptist preachers came together 
heel airs sa instructions for the course on homiletics, and tried to 


The Soviet Union is the largest and oldest of the communist countries 
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thereby making it important as a case history for the role of the Christian in 
Marxist society. Joseph Hromadka, theologian and teacher at the Comenius 
Faculty in Prague, Czechoslovakia, is still the best-known contributor to the 
subject. Many of his speeches on the subject of peace were reprinted in 
Bratskii Vestnik, but not his major writings discussing the role of the church 
under socialism. No person of his quality has emerged in the Soviet Union 
and there are no articles in Bratskii Vestnik that one would recommend 
reading on this subject. Neither the AUCECB nor the CCECB has 
produced a Hromadka or even a Joseph Ton, a Romanian Baptist pastor 
who attempted to deal with the subject from an evangelical perspective. A 
few AUCECB leaders have attended conferences where this subject was 
discussed, but their own Soviet situation does not enable them to make a 
fruitful contribution. 


Beating the Odds-Maker 

Soviet atheists expect to win the competition for Soviet youth. It is 
merely a matter of time; the laws of history are on their side. That is their 
professed conviction. 

Like Lenin at the time of the Revolution, they are impatient with the 
course of history and feel that decisive measures must be undertaken to 
speed up the process of history. That is why the massive atheist educational 
program is enforced with such heavy-handed exercises of power. All the ad- 
vantages are on the side of atheism. The Soviet citizen weighing the options 
could surely conclude that only a stupid person would opt for religion. « 

And yet, atheist officials constantly complain about the inadequacy of 
their work, the lack of fervency on the part of their cadres, and are forced to 
admit that religion is not dead but apparently experiencing a revival. To 
quite an extent the failure is due to their own making. Soviet citizens speak 
of atheism as having “‘torn across our land like a hurricane.” In its wake it 
has left many ruins. The father of one school child was asked to fill out a 
detailed questionnaire. For the last question concerning his wishes for the 
school, he wrote the following: 


I wish that you would sit down and consider that you are living in the 
land of the Soviets, in which there exist fundamental laws on freedom of 
religion and conscience, the right to work and education, to equality and 
brotherhood. I wish you would not listen to the evil orders of the KGB, 
that you would understand that children come to school to get an educa- 
tion, but not to have your viewpoints injected into them. Otherwise you 
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are going to disrupt this land if you continue further s i 

Boi ‘ uch act 
oa children. And all the blood that has been shed for the peta 
of this land you will tread underfoot.... Find your way back to the 


d 
ae fas and follow it. If you will do that, you will strengthen our 


The presbyter, the other side of this life-and-death competition for So- 
viet children and youth, has no education, no access to theological iret 
tions, no library or visual aids and no money. What he has in bunds i 
state opposition. But what the presbyters have which the atheists a . 
unable to match is moral charisma. That is why he is stil pies 
though the odds are stacked so heavily against him. 

The key factor that will settle the competition is courage. Atheists lack 
the courage to attempt a fair competition with the presbyter. Rather. 


| winning even 


ae ae use our fear of suffering to stifle our spirit, our free thoughts 
mh eelings. And they in turn frighten us. We must overcome our fear of 
suffering. Only then will we become really free, active and invincible, 


bee was Father Dudko’s conviction demonstrated in the fearless way he 
conducted his conversations. That has also been the reason why the Reform 


Baptists in particular have be 
come a youthful movement, Gi i 
perspective, Dudko was optimistic: re 


Hie time for atheistic revelry in Russia has ended. The snowstorms and 
lizzards have blown away. There will be a religious spring 


and - 
one is working towards it, believers and atheists alike, ve 
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Is not my word like fire, says the Lord, and like a hammer 
which breaks the rock in pieces? 


—Veremiah 23:29 


12 Soviet Evangelical Theology: 
Restitution of Apostolic 
Christianity 


A Biblical Movement 

If a tourist to the Soviet Union has a few Bibles in his suitcase, it 
usually results in an extra-thorough examination of his luggage. Several 
times, Soviet authorities have given me a body frisk and without apology 
have carefully examined the smallest scraps of paper in my wallet simply 
because I was bringing a handful of religious literature. You are made to 
feel like a criminal, a dope smuggler. Bible smuggling is, in fact, still 
conducted systematically by a large number of East European missions, al- 
though the small amounts taken in gifts by individual tourists also 
constitute a significant amount in total. At present, Reform Baptists are 
printing the Bible secretly because the state stil] restricts its official publica- 
tion and importation so severely. Even at present, Christian prisoners 
regularly complain that their Bible was cither confiscated or they were 
refused one upon request. All of this shows that the Soviet state has a rather 
remarkable fear of one book which they like to claim is just a collection of 
useless myths, 2 J 

Soviet authorities have a similar fear of the Soviet evangelicals because 
they are above all a Bible movement. It is their intense emphasis on the Bi- 
ble as central to their faith which distinguishes them from their Orthodox 
and Roman Catholic neighbors. The Orthodox and Catholics maintain a 
high view of the Bible, but they also have a high regard for the accumulated 
tradition of the church and its theologians. Evangelicals acknowledge the 
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influence of tradition but emphasize it must be judged by Scripture. When 
Karev reported to the 1966 congress he drew attention to the fact St 
theological discussion was virtually unknown in their midst. The names o 
the famous modernistic theologians, such as Harnack and Bultmann were 
quite unknown and they were even unacquainted with the battle perdeen 
the old evangelical theologians and representatives of the new preoeadl 
When announcing the Bible correspondence course in 1969, Karev note 
that “a theological basis is what we have lacked the most.” 
The evangelical approach was to read the Bible and put into apt 

its plain and simple message. Karev pointed out that key 19th- an ae - 
century evangelists, such as Charles Spurgeon, D. L. Moody, Charles in- 
ney, and Billy Graham had no systematic theological education. Every 
Christian, he said, can be a theologian, becoming this through constant 
reading and study of the Bible and other spiritual literature.’ No formal 
theological structure developed although individuals were aggressive in ar- 
guing alternative interpretations of Scripture passages. The pennies 
evangelical theology that did develop is quite similar to the dare 
theology of English-speaking evangelicals. Its specific character has a 
the result of a variety of adaptations to Slavic conditions and mind-set an 

number of historical influences. 
ee ‘A survey of Soviet evangelical theology by means of the mie 
theological categories would therefore misrepresent the essential nature an 
function of Soviet evangelical theology. They are part of the so-called free 
church or believers’ church movement which still places greater value on 
biblical studies than on systematic theology. In articulating their theology, 
evangelicals speak about emphases or principles. Soviet evangelicals from 
both AUCECB and CCECB churches strongly affirm seven historic Baptist 

inciples. These principles are the following: 
Pe Seen books: of the Old and New Testament (ca- 
- nonical) constitute the fundamental confession of faith of Evangelical 

Christian-Baptists. 

2. The church must consist only of regenerated people. ; 

3. The covenants of baptism and the Lord’s Supper belong exclusively 

to regenerated people: 7 

4, Each individual local church functions as:an independent unit. 

5. All:members:of each local church enjoy equal rights.. 

6. Freedom of conscience is assumed for all. . one 

7. It is important to maintain separation of the churches from the 

state.* 
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Observing how each of these principles has been applied in the Soviet set- 
ting helps to identify the unique aspects of Soviet evangelical theology. 
Contradictory emphases that do exist simply underline the fact that evangel- 


ical interest was in the working of the Spirit rather than a rational under- 
standing of faith. 


Roots of Baptist Principles 

It is possible to trace direct continuous roots back to the Anabaptists of 
the 16th century. For example, the descendants of the Anabaptists, the 
Russian Mennonites, had not only stimulated the birth of Stundism in the 
1860s, a goodly number of Mennonite evangelists and teachers influenced 
Baptists and Evangelical Christians through joint publishing activity, joint 
evangelism, and cooperation in I. S. Prokhanov’s Leningrad Bible school. 
The major emphases of Anabaptism had also come down to 20th-century 
Soviet evangelicals through other free church denominations, especially the 
British and North American Baptists. The latter influence was more im- 
mediate and triumphed in the official agreement for the union reached in 
1944. Hence it has become customary to speak of Baptist principles, 

The most significant Anabaptist influence was their commitment to a 
recovery of the life and virtue of apostolic Christianity. Franklin H. Littell, 
an influential historian of Anabaptism, has argued that the attempt at a res- 
titution of the true church of apostolic times produced a revolution within 
Christian history that “was so thoroughgoing as to be sui generis,”5 This is 
also the primary factor prompting George H. Williams to speak of the 
“Radical Reformation” while others have spoken of the “left wing” of the 
Reformation. The Anabaptists, as do 20th-century Soviet evangelicals, ac- 
cepted the major emphases of the Lutheran Reformation—sola Scriptura 
and justification by faith alone. But in their ecclesiology they went much 
further than Luther did (although Luther s early writings can be quoted in 
support of Anabaptist emphases)* by calling for a church of the committed 
where membership was a voluntary decision by responsible adults 
(therefore called believers’ church). They rejected any attempt by the state 
authorities to interfere in the church, thus being the earliest advocates of a 
separation of church and state in the modern era. Since they were im- 
mediately persecuted by state authorities, Catholics and Lutherans alike, 
they also produced some of the earliest writings calling for liberty of 
conscience. The Anabaptists also rejected sacramental notions of 
transubstantiation or consubstantiation, arguing instead that the Lord’s 
Supper was not a means of grace but simply a symbolic remembrance. 
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The British Baptist movement developed in the early 17th century 
through the joint influence of Calvinist Puritans and Dutch Mennonites. A 
later British historian developed the argument that the modern free church 
was the product of the motherhood of Anabaptism and the fatherhood of 
Calvinism.? Not all historians would agree with his characterization of the 
mother and the father, but it is clear that new offspring appeared. One of 
the most important direct influences on the Russian Baptists was the 
German Baptist Johann C. Oncken. Oncken, born a Lutheran, had received 
a strong Calvinist influence from Scottish Presbyterians and English 
Baptists. He was converted in an English Methodist meetinghouse and be- 
came a Bible Society agent. After some difficulty, he was finally rebaptized 
by Rev. Sears of the American Triennial Baptist Convention and was com- 
missioned as their agent. This baptism by total immersion had been in- 
troduced by English Baptists around 1641 and had become a major dogma 
of the American and English Baptists. Oncken’s uncompromising emphasis 
on baptism by immersion, as well as refusal to permit anyone not baptized 
in this way to participate in communion, produced a very strict exclusivist 
church order.8 This emphasis among the Russian Baptists under Dei Ma- 
zaev proved to be one of the major hindrances to an early union of evangel- 
icals. 

Both Anabaptists and Calvinists had undergone subtle transformations 
through the influence of the revivalist-holiness movements. Parallel to the 
Pietist movement on the continent, the Great Awakenings in Britain and 
North America provided new stimuli for the expansion of the believers’ 
church movement which till then had suffered from minority status, dis- 
crimination, and outright persecution. For the Russian evangelicals, these 
influences came together in the Keswick movement and its most ardent 
proponent in America, Dwight L. Moody. One scholar pointed out that the 
Russian journal, Baptist, during its four years of publication, printed forty- 
five articles by foreign writers.° Twenty-three of these articles were directly 
linked with the Keswick movement, which began in England in 1875 with 
annual conferences for spiritual nourishment, many of the speakers travel- 
ing widely. In addition, several dozen Russian emigrés, who had studied at 

Moody Bible Institute or other institutions influenced by Moody, returned 
to the Soviet Union after the Revolution. Here they assumed a major role in 
shaping the unprecedented evangelistic program which caused the Russian 
evangelicals to grow so rapidly during the twenties. 

Besides the emphasis on personal holiness and the strong emphasis on 
an evangelism fostering dramatic experiences of personal conversion, the 
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Keswick Ot ee transmitted to the Russian evangelicals a dispensational 
theology, including premillennialist eschatology." The dispensationalism of 
the Scofield Reference Bible had also been communicated to the Russians 
through associates of John N. Darby of the Plymouth Brethren, who played 
such a vital role in the early birth of the Evangelical Christian fuorenent in 
the aristocratic salons of St. Petersburg. Dispensationalism understood 
human history as divided into periods, or dispensations (usually seven), dur- 
ing which God dealt differently with His people. For example ides 
Christ's resurrection the church was living in the dispensation or grace 

drawing its guidelines from the Pauline writings, whereas the ethics of Tesus 
as summarized in the Sermon on the Mount were applicable to a later dis- 
pensation following Christ's second coming and setting up a thousand-year 
reign. Soviet evangelicals today are mildly dispensational.!! Their official 
statements on eschatology are also characterized by restraint. 


Russian Orthodox Influence 

These external influences from the believers’ church movement in 
Western Europe and America became mixed with influences from their 
own Slavic milieu, especially from Russian Orthodoxy. A thorough exami- 
nation of this influence cannot be undertaken here. It is striking to observe 
for example, that in the Soviet Union and Romania the evangelicals have 
experienced dramatic expansion in the 20th century, whereas in other Slavic 
countries the evangelicals, following initial growth, have remained rela- 
tively stagnant. To identify the reasons for this, a thorough study of evangel- 
icals in Eastern Europe needs to be undertaken. 2 

Russian Orthodox influence is particularly apparent in worship. The 
Russian Orthodox Church has had very few outstanding theologians—it has 
never emphasized theologizing as became common in the rationalist era of 
both the Catholics and the Protestants. Orthodoxy is much more a religion 


of the spirit, where worship or liturgy is central. Russian Germans usually 


speak of Russians as unsystematic, unable to be orderly in the conduct of 
their faith, more influenced by their emotions. The apparent lack of 
concern among Soviet evangelicals that they are affirming doctrinal state- 
ments that are rationally contradictory may well be due to this Orthodox 
milieu. Theology is not as important as worship, 

In an Orthodox cathedral, Jesus as the Pantocrator (supreme ruler) 
looks down on the people from the central cupola, This image of Christ is 
not that different from the Calvinist image of God as judge.|Soviet evangel- 
icals, like their fellow believers in North America, emphasize very sel 
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verbal prayers to Jesus as Savior but the tone is not quite as familiar. When 
addressing Almighty God, the Soviet evangelical stands to his feet (also at 
mealtimes, including in a restaurant), or better still, falls on his knees for 
intense prayer with much repetition of the word Gospodi (Lord). Those two 
positions show their respect for God the all-powerful,f After all, school- 
children stand at attention when the teacher appears and Soviet citizens 
stand when speaking with representatives from the state authorities. Earlier, 
the Russian peasant knelt before his lord. 

The Orthodox emphasis on the spirit and emotions rather than the 
mind is also evident in communal prayers. The chorus of whispered prayers 
at a Baptist service is not unlike the responses of Orthodox worshipers dur- 
ing the liturgy. There is also a long tradition in Orthodoxy affirming the 
value of shedding tears in repentance and worship, This combined with a 


Slavic tendency to,emotionalism helps to account for the excessive weeping 
among Soviet evangelicals. An early missionary to Russia complained that 


Russian evangelicals seemed to feel that a person must make at least one 
public confession with weeping. “This they call conversion.’’!8 Conversion 
occasions I have witnessed took place during the time of congregational 
prayer where the sinner would call to God for mercy and quickly break 
down into weeping, unable to finish his prayer. I have heard people ques- 
tion the reality of someone’s conversion experience if they were not suffi- 
ciently impressed by the remorsefulness of his weeping. _ 

Perhaps the most significant influence from Orthodoxy was the nega- 
tive stimulus it provided. The resistance to the domination of a hierarchy 
has virtually as long a history as Russian Orthodoxy itself. The individualism 
of the sectarians can as legitimately be considered Russian as the claim that 
to be Russian is to be Orthodox. Soviet evangelicals were very critical of the 
Eastern church. “What can we say about the church of the East,” Ivan Pro- 
khanov once remarked, “whose religion was expressed in the majestic vest- 
ments of its bishops, wonderful church music, festive liturgy, but in a lan- 
guage the people could not understand?” Prokhanov went on to declare 
that “in these churches there is much artistry, but little spiritual life, mys- 
tique and aesthetics, but no living fellowship with God, the Father and Son 
in the Holy Spirit. They feed the people on beauty but don’t give them liv- 
ing bread.” In addition, the negative image of the illiterate, drunken priest 
and other abuses provided models the evangelicals wished to avoid. 


Experience Teaches Theology 
Finally, there was the unmistakable influence of their own deep 
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experiences, The persecution in the 1930s with an intensity unknown sin 
the 16th century and then the ravages of war, having barely recovered from 
the collapse in the civil war, made everyone expert on suffering. M 
passed through periods of weakness and retained a keenly eae aes 
as ae unfaithful. The feeling that the suffering was also divine 
: aoe ecause nothing could happen without divine permission is also 
The new evangelical church which emerged after the war had been 
reduced to a religion of the essentials. How would they be biblicists without 
Bibles? That is still a problem. These experiences simply underlined for 
them the primacy of salvation. This is why Christian and atheist observer. 
alike draw attention to the soteriological preoccupation. The persecutio 
and suffering, the implacable opposition of an atheist state, plus a dis ae 
tionalist theology produced an unusually strong interest if sates It 
was an escatology characterized by an escapism. The many prayers ie 
Christ to come quickly were appeals to cut short their life on earth hi i 
was primarily a vale of tears, ava, 
Both ECB unions have actually said very little on the subject of escha- 
tology. None of the Baptist journals in the 1920s carried articles devoted to 
a detailed discussion of the second coming of Christ. Bratskii Vestnik has 
not devoted a major article to the subject. A possible reason is that the state 
defines as a crime “the commission of fraudulent actions for the purpose of 
inciting religious superstition,” and Mr. Kuroedov described “the dissemi- 
nation of tumors about the end of the world” as such a crime." In their oe 
respondence course lessons on dogmatics, the AUCECB warned that i 
connection with the thousand-year reign of Christ “we must not give wa 
our human fantasies if they are not based on Holy Scripture.” The Bible 
was brief and unclear on the subject of eschatology, therefore the Baptist 
noe urged caution. But in the same breath they went on to say: “We 
ee Tie a of basis for keeping silence about this blessed period of 
The confession of faith composed by Oncken. for the German Baptists 
had also been accepted by the Russian Baptists and provided the fasts for 
the first Mennonite Brethren confession of faith. In 1906 both union 
(Baptist and Evangelical Christian) submitted confessions of faith to the a 
thorities. They were rather similar, although the Evangelical Christia 
confession had four additional articles: as a. result of which there was 
stronger emphasis on good. works and. freedom of conscience.'8 When the 
union. took place in 1944, a formal confession of faith was not adopted but 
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in general the more specific wishes of the Baptists became tas for 
union. But it was Evangelical Christians who carried it out an t eir ok 
relaxed attitude on doctrinal questions irritated the Baptists. Finally, in 

the AUCECB adopted a short confession of faith which had been written 


by Ivan Kargel. This had been adopted by both unions in the 1920s and was — 


ble to the Mennonites. ! . 
= in eee de years I. V. Kargel (1849-1937) had played a aoa — 
in doctrinal questions. I. S. Prokhanov was a prolific writer and poet an = ; 
constant reprinting of his writings during the post-war period eats eer 
that his influence would continue, but initially his role had — t a ts 
_ activist organizer. Kargel, with whom he cooperated and een » Was : 
major preacher and exegete for this period.2° His writings are still reprinte 
idely. 
i pai war Asanabs Karev emerged as the theologian and exegete 
for the AUCECB. He wrote innumerable articles and composed the — 
statements of doctrine. A relatively small group of persons agate ae 
ing a contribution in Bratskii Vestnik on theological questions. : In the 
1960s and 1970s, Karev’s place as resident teacher and theologian was 
gradually taken by his assistant, Arthur Mitskevich. One scholar ars on 
Soviet Baptist theology took the writings of Karev and a ue as 
representative and official.22 With the beginning of the theo = cor- 
respondence course in 1968, the Moscow union prepared course lectures 
which would help bring a uniform theology into the union. The laces o 
dogmatics has been published recently. It can be regarded as t e is < 
statement on AUCECB doctrine. The CCECB also uses stat . as 
expressed no specific objections to it. This textbook, simply ca = 1 
matika, concluded by listing and explaining the seven Baptist principles. | 


Baptist Principles as Applied in the Soviet Union ene, oe 

1. Sola Scriptura:.A major complaint which the Initsiationiki made 

was that the 1960 statute claimed to be based on Soviet legislation and — 
therefore weakly.grounded on the Word of God. That statute, as uke as a 

later revisions, affirmed that the Bible was the basis for the ECB con sare 

of faith. But in 1966 the newly adopted statute added that it was also the 

basis for the “life and activity” of the union.” Aside from this rather ine 
mental critique, the AUCECB ae paca Bible reading, printe 

i nd articles reflecting biblical exegesis. ee 
pear le eas affirmed biblical inspiration. It rejected the cee 
theory of inspiration, as well as a verbal inspiration theory that did not allow 
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for a recognition of the individual writer's memory, intuition, judgment, 
and character. But it was an affirmation of the Bible as divinely inspired and 
infallible.25 

All Russian evangelicals have maintained a very high view of the Bible 
and there has therefore been no disputation on the nature of biblical au- 
thority. As Karev stated, their membership does not know modernism, 
which, as he claimed, questions many of the truths of Scripture. Still there is 
growing fear in conservative circles, especially in the Ukraine and in 
Central Asia, of a creeping modernism that they think is entering through 
association with the World Council of Churches. A leading American evan- 
gelical, W. Elwyn Davies, expressed a similar fear following a trip to the So- 
viet Union. He told fellow evangelicals that the liberal churchmen (mean- 
ing some participants in the WCC) responded to the Russian evangelicals 
with love and caring, whereas many Western evangelicals, with whom they 
had much more in common, stood back with criticism and sharp denuncia- 
tion of the churchmen as Soviet agents, 26 


The Dogmatika presents standard evangelical arguments for the doc- : 
trines of God, Jesus Christ, and the Holy Spirit. This is also true in anthro- 


pology, where there is a heavy emphasis on the doctrine of salvation. 

2. A Church of the Regenerated: When a person wishes to join an 
ECB church, he first appears before the presbyter and the church council 
where the individual must be able to convince his listeners that he has truly 
experienced salvation. They will be listening whether he repented of his sin, 
that is, did he recognize his sins, did he resolve to start a new life in Christ, 
and has this repentance involved his entire being—his intellect, his emo- 
tion, and will. Further, they will be looking for a sense of joy, of sin’s for- 
giveness, and indications that he is filled by the Holy Spirit. The Dogmatika 
defines rebirth as “the resurrection of man from his mortal spiritual condi- 
tion and his birth to a new life.”27 Rebirth is the only road to salvation; it 
liberates man from his sinful condition and it is demanded by the holiness 
of God. The Dogmatika also warns against false ways of achieving the 
rebirth. Rebirth cannot be attained through baptism nor through good 
works, 

Rebirth signifies that there has been an inner change in man’s condi- 
tion; evangelicals also speak of justification, which reflects man’s changed 
status before God.?8 Divine grace through the atoning blood of Jesus Christ 
plus faith in Christ form the basis for justification. Evangelicals also em- 


phasize that a justified person is entitled to sonship or adoption into the 
family of God. 
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The second major emphasis in evangelical teaching about salvation is 
the concern for holy living. As the Dogmatika puts it, justification shows 
what God did for us, but sanctification what God is doing in us.” As noted 
earlier, S. P. Fadiukhin and other writers identified three stages of sanctifi- 
cation: (a) Its beginning at the point of rebirth, (b) daily growth in sanctifi- 
cation, and (c) the final, complete sanctification which is reserved for 
heaven. The Dogmatika does not devote a separate section to ethics. In the 
context of showing evidence of a genuine rebirth and a growth in holy liv- 
ing, the primary positive evidence was to share in the responsibility for 
evangelism. There were also numerous negative proscriptions. Prohibited 
practices included dancing, card playing, attending the cinema, smoking, 
drinking, and sexual immorality. The latter three were considered especially 
serious.%° 

Maintaining the principle of the “church of the regenerate only” de- 
manded strict discipline. An article by N. A. Levindanto on church dis- 
cipline was reprinted several times.*! Here he identified a five-part process, 
five steps the church should follow: a confrontation with sin; then an admo- 
nition; then a specific prohibition; then a trial or probation period for the 
erring member and if this did not succeed, then the individual would be ex- 
communicated. Should a minister be excommunicated, he would lose 
forever the right to serve as presbyter should he repent and be restored to 
faith. This ruling has meant that rather frequently, considering the persecu- 
tion experiences, a preacher who became unfaithful but was later restored 
during the revival movement often played an important role as a local 
preacher but was ineligible for election to church office. 

+ Soviet evangelicals acknowledge a problem with excommunication.” 
S. P. Fadiukhin admitted at the 1966 congress that the union had excom- 
municated persons due to state pressure.** The Reform Baptists had tried to 
use excommunication as a weapon against the Moscow leadership and also 
violated acceptable practice thereby. That problem is now less acute, but 
Alexei Bychkov complained in 1974 that the church still appeared hasty in 
excommunicating members. During the previous five years, 4,000 persons 
had been excommunicated. In the city of Volgograd, a foreign visitor 
reported that couples had been ‘excommunicated for practicing birth con- 
trol.%> Very likely the relative inattention to ethics in evangelical theology, 
relying rather on specific prohibitions, has resulted in a constant struggle 
with legalism. A group visiting a large church in Siberia asked what were 
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tion whether a Christian should be permitted to wear a ring. 

3. Baptism and the Lord’s Supper: Complaining that no Christian 
truth underwent such major changes during the history of Christianity as 
did the understanding of baptism and the Lord’s Supper, the Dogmatika 
writers proclaimed that Evangelical Christian Baptists were trying to under- 
stand these ordinances as they had been given by Jesus. The writers then 
proceeded to declare that “bearing the name Baptists ... we believe that 
baptism is neither sprinkling nor effusion with water but immersing into the 
water the entire body of the person baptized.’’%* This, they felt, was 
precisely the way Philip had baptized the Ethiopian eunuch and the way 
Jesus had been baptized. In addition, immersion was the most vivid way of 
symbolizing having died to sin and rising to life in Christ. 

This emphasis on immersion as the only correct form of baptism distin- 
guishes Soviet evangelicals from their Anabaptist forebears, who were 
baptized by pouring. The Anabaptists received their name not because of 
their form of baptism but because they emphasized that only the baptism of 
a responsible adult was genuine, thus necessitating rebaptism of persons 
baptized in childhood. By the end of the 19th century American emphasis 
on immersion had become so intense that a professor of church history at 
the major Southern Baptist Seminary in Louisville, Kentucky, was forced to 
resign after demonstrating that immersion became a part of English Baptist 
practice only after 1641.37 The Soviet emphasis on the form resulted in 
sharp conflict with the Mennonites, as was described earlier. Perhaps an ad- 
ditional reason Soviet evangelicals are so insistent that immersion is the only 
correct form is that even the Orthodox, who practice child baptism, fully 
immersed the child under water, although effusion has become aminon 
there, too, during the Soviet era, 

The evangelical attitude toward communion clearly distinguished it 
from that of the Protestant Reformers and the Catholics. But this third prin- 
ciple had an exclusivist emphasis that resulted in considerable conflict 
within Soviet evangelical ranks. Even at present, some [local churches 
practice closed communion, closed to all non-members, while others specify 
that all born-again baptized individuals are welcome to participate|In those 
cities where many foreign tourists from other confessions visit, guests are 
welcome to participate. 

The present emphasis in conducting the Lord’s Supper (held on the # 
first Sunday of the month) focuses much more on reliving the deep pain our 


Lord suffered. The dramatization of the physical aspect and the highly 
developed reverence toward the bread and the wine (particularly by the 





L the major concerns that church dealt with at its members’ meetings and 
1 L: received the reply that at recent meetings they had struggled with the ques- 
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Mennonites) reminds the critical observer more of consubstantiation than a 
simple remembrance. 

4, Independence of Local Church: The New Testament church was 
located in different cities and towns and the New Testament record indi- 
cates that in each town the church was organized independently. The Dog- 
matika also points out that the very influential Apostle Paul did not send 
orders to churches but appealed to them. The purpose behind this historic 
free church principle was to prevent the development of a hierarchy. The 
local church was described in the Dogmatika as “the union of born-again 
people, redeemed by the blood of Christ, living in a specific locality.’’38 Still 
following a New Testament model, the evangelicals noted that the local 
churches had maintained communication with each other. For the task of 
spreading the kingdom of God and the necessary education and upbuilding 
of the members, fraternal links were necessary. This is why church unions 
were created. The primary task of the church (also stated in the 1966 consti- 
tution) was “to worship God and praise his name on earth and to preach the 
gospel to the whole world.” 

The independence of the local congregation has been very important 
in Baptist circles generally, best illustrated in the relative weakness of a 
Baptist union. In the Soviet scene this principle of local autonomy has been 
severely tested in the postwar period. The 1929 legislation had guaranteed 
this principle in law, but following the war state policy changed to en- 
courage centralized control. In spite of its protests to the contrary, the 
AUCECB during its first fifteen years had clearly usurped extensive powers 
away from the local churches. Senior presbyters, for example, were ap- 
pointed by Moscow, sometimes even the local presbyter was appointed by 
Moscow. The process of statutory revision during the congresses resulted fi- 
nally in new rules by 1966 which gave local churches the right to elect the 
senior presbyter. Still, the AUCECB maintains a leadership structure much 
more authoritative than its counterparts elsewhere. 

The CCECB in essence drew attention to the degree in which the 
AUCECB had been violating the principle of the autonomy of the local 
church, having gone so far as to dictate a statute which the local churches 
must obey. In their advice to churches seeking registration, the CCECB 
advised the local church not to permit any unauthorized person to attend 
their members’ meetings and to insure that all major decisions were taken 
by the local church. Yet here, too, because of the CCECB’s conflict with the 
authorities and its competition with the AUCECB, it began demanding a 
loyalty and uniformity from its member congregations that did violence to 
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the autonomy principle. This was the major criticism voiced by Joseph Bon- 
darenko and others against the leadership of Gennadi Kriuchkov,4° 
5. Equality of All Members in the Church: This used to be referred to 
as the “priesthood of all believers,” a conscious declaration against 
hierarchy in the local church and against any human mediator between 
man and God. The Dogmatika noted that presbyter and deacon must be 
elected by the membership. Their office entrusted them with leadershi 
but not with lordship.*! e 
A striking contrast to the emphasis on brotherhood, on mutual 
responsibility and mutual sharing in the writing of the Anabaptists, is the 
strong individualism present in principles four and five. It gained its most 
specific expression in principle six. 
6. Freedom of Conscience for All: Soviet evangelical understanding of 
‘this principle is the same as the classic liberalist individualist understanding 
The Soviet state, in contrast, emphasized the freedom of conscience ho 
religion. As a persecuted minority when Orthodoxy was the state church 
this principle made Soviet evangelicals early activists for religious liberty. 
But during the Soviet era, this principle was maintained with great diffi- 
culty. In fact, the Reform Baptist movement dramatically illustrated the 
degree to which the AUCECB had begun to accommodate to the restric- 
tions on conscience. During the recent period of normalization the 
AUCECB and the Orthodox Church have been treated equally by the state 
while Reform Baptists remained prisoners of conscience. True, state opposi- 
tion to all religion had not changed, but when it was reported that Brezhnev 
and Kosygin had invited Orthodox and Baptist leaders to the state reception 
to celebrate the Great October Revolution, it is appropriate to ask whether 
the AUCECB was gradually changing into a church-type mentality,42 At 
least the years of uncritical support of Soviet foreign policy is in essence 
similar to the civil religion practiced by sister free churches in North 
America. 
7. Separation of Church and State: In the 16th century, this principle 
had seemed to be the most threatening and elicited extensive suffering. In a 
radical sense, the principle of separation should necessarily result in suffer- 
ing—that was the argument of the Apostle Peter.*8 For Russian Baptists the 
threat eventually became less severe due to the ecclesiology that emerged. 
According to the Dogmatika, churches’ activities are exclusively spiritual 
while as a citizen of his fatherland the believer has his civil rights and 
responsibilities to the state and powers.44 The Dogmatika also emphasized 
that the kingdom of God is a spiritual kingdom: “The kingly power of 
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Christ over the souls of men who have willingly subordinated themselves to 
the laws of the heavenly kingdom. . . .”"*° Partly this emphasis on a spiritual 
kingdom was due to their dispensational theology; partly it reflected the 
changed meaning this principle had undergone following the Stalinist 
persecutions. A religion focusing exclusively on non-earthly matters could 
be tolerated by the state. But by 1960 it had become clear that even in 
purely spiritual matters, the state would not remain neutral. 

The Reform Baptists also emphasized that the church had a purely 
spiritual task. G. K. Kriuchkov had argued at the 1966 unity talks that the 
Bible required subordination to the state (“Let every soul be subject’) but 
nowhere was the church told to be subject to anything but God. The 
reformers objected to a situation where a presbyter on Sunday morning 
pronounced a grand judgment on Judas in his sermon “but on Monday 
with a peaceful conscience will sit in the office of the plenipotentiary for re- 
ligious affairs and together with him weave a net for weakening and subdu- 
ing God’s Word.’47 That was a sharply worded statement from the 
Orgkomitet, but when the unity talks were held, it became apparent that 
the two groups of Baptists differed in their understanding of the nature of 
separation. Karev felt he was being realistic by declaring that without “ties 
with the world” they would not have been able to hold a congress or print 
Bibles. For the reformers such realism was evidence of apostasy. 


Doctrinal Wrangling 

Aside from the major debate separating Reform Baptists from the All- 
Union council the conflicts over theology do not deserve the status of a de- 
bate. They never had the opportunity to gain experience in the art of 
theological debate and too often opposing sides found themselves 
threatened with imprisonment or other punishment which helped sharpen 
the tone of the conflicts. Primarily, however, the constant tension within So- 
viet evangelicalism concerns secondary matters of practice. 

At the 1974 congress, Michael Zhidkov read a major theological paper 
on the subject of baptism and the Lord’s Supper.*® This included a short 
straightforward elaboration of the doctrine but focused much more on ques- 
tions of order. In some local congregations members had been arguing the 
merits of immersing the individual once or three times. Should they baptize 
in the name of Jesus, or in the name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit? Some 
were insisting with a passion that a legitimate baptism was possible only in a 
flowing stream; a lake, swimming pool, or a baptistry was not really an imi- 
tation of the way Jesus was baptized. That Zhidkov in this paper gave direc- 
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tive answers to these questions is a further illustration of the wrangling over 
uniformity of form. Within the Soviet evangelical movement generally, 
local conflict between the different denominational groupings also appear 
petty. Churches split over the issue of using grape juice instead of wine at | 
communion or because one side insisted on unleavened biscuits while the 
other wanted regular bread, whereas still others insisted on holding the 
bread with a white handkerchief until all had been served.” 

Much more significant was the conflict in the struggle for purity. Some 
branches of the Pentecostal movement insisted that only those individuals 
manifesting the gifts of the Holy Spirit, especially speaking in tongues, were 
truly born again. This the Baptist union rejected, insisting that there were 
varieties of gifts of the Spirit, the Apostle Paul having listed others as more 
significant. The official teaching in the Dogmatika on the fruits of the Holy 
Spirit declared that since the Bible was now available in nearly all languages 
of the world, the gift of tongues was no longer necessary!*° The tension with 
the Pentecostals was still unresolved when it became complicated by the 
charismatic movement which influenced some churches in the Ukraine. 
The AUCECB has responded very negatively to the charismatics, speaking 
of them virtually in the same breath as the harmful influence of the Je- 
hovah’s Witnesses,5! 

The persistent conflict between AUCECB and CCECB was not sup- 
posed to be a conflict over doctrine, rather a struggle for faithfulness. It soon 
became evident, however, that opposing sides reflected significant dif- 
ference in viewpoint, including the nature of the unity desired.52 Once 
unity discussions came to an end, AUCECB spokesmen started to accuse 
Reform Baptists of fostering false doctrine. Whether they sincerely felt the 
reformers were in error doctrinally, or whether this was a tactic to discredit 
them remains ambiguous. In 1970 A. I. Mitskevich challenged the CCECB 
viewpoint that only the persecuted church is the true church. In December 
1970 the CCECB circulated a major declaration on the question of unity in 
which they warned all church members that “‘your salvation is in danger, if 
you continue to fellowship with AUCECB workers.” In the following 
paragraph they stated: “You cannot be in union with the AUCECB and in 
union with God at the same time.”” As the AUCECB understood this, the 
reformers had introduced a doctrine of a church that saves and a church 
that does not save, to which the Moscow leadership replied that no church 
saves, it is Christ who saves.*4 The harsh judgments by the reformers sound 
disconcerting, but they appear to be trying to distinguish between a church 
of committed believers not compromising with sin and the so-called 






































































































































352 . Soviet Evangelicals Since World War Il 


nominal church. The former was also the concept of the church supported 
the AUCECB. 
2 The question of a doctrine of a suffering church as the only real church 
is equally difficult to evaluate. Reform Baptists felt that in the Soviet setting 
. the faithful church would necessarily be persecuted and could cite scriptural 
- support which the AUCECB would not challenge. Rather, it became a con- 
flict over emphasis, with Moscow leaders claiming that at least some of the 
reformers were deliberately seeking persecution, thereby no longer qualify- 
ing as “being persecuted for righteousness’ sake.” In the most recent 
criticism Moscow leaders claimed the Reform Baptists now demanded a 
confessional ritual from their members similar to that practiced in Catholi- 
cism. Georgi Vins professed ignorance about such an emphasis, when asked 
to comment, repeating the claim that there are no doctrinal differences 
between the two unions. Other supporters felt that this change might be 
explained by jealousy since AUCECB youth, not finding the senior 
presbyters ready to counsel them, had gone to CCECB presbyters for coun- 
seling.5 
When the union was formed in 1944, it neglected to approve a 
confession of faith. The Kargel confession was adopted in 1966 as a tempo- 
rary one. During the past five years the AUCECB has been studying nu- 
merous confessions of faith with the purpose of approving a fuller 
confession of faith at the 1979 congress. The apparent purpose is to produce 
a uniform belief system, the belief of an Evangelical Christian-Baptist. ALL. 
Mitskevich gave a progress report at the 1979 congress indicating a proposal 
was ready and urging widespread adoption, but he also had to report that 
the presidium was not yet ready to submit it to a vote by the delegates. 
Leaders indicated privately that denominational differences had not yet 
been resolved. It was finally printed in 1980, as a provisional draft, and 
readers were invited to send in their responses. 


What Is the Key to Endurance? 

A barkeeper once said of a Baptist: “He does not drink; their religion is 
the best of all; they do not swear and they have peace and love.” That 
observation reflects appreciation and astonishment. Paul Steeves felt that 
people joined the Baptists because “it provided an easy way to obtain 
release from an intense burden of felt guilt for human fallibility.”°” Others 
joined because Baptists offered certainty in the face of death. They offered 
purposeful living, the compassionate environment of a congregation and 
the comfort of emotional experiences. 
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Not only did large numbers of people join, they remained committed 
members even though there were periods when the less-committed were 
frightened away. Hans Brandenburg, who knew the movement intimately 
during the early years of the century, identified five factors which he felt 
had given the evangelicals the power to endure and to expand.°8 First of all, 
he detected in the movement a healthy balance of objectivism and sub- 
jectivism. It was a Bible movement having an objective basis for its 
theology. It was deeply subjectivist and individualist in its emphasis on the 
personal conversion of each member. Putting the matter simply, each 
preacher knew that in his sermon he must quote the Bible (liberally) and 
must offer a plea for salvation to his hearers. 

It was a missionary movement whose members manifested a strong 
sense of calling. During the 1920s growth was very rapid and the evange- 
listic strategy quite simplistic. In the postwar period there has been a 
development away from the earlier superficial evangelism to an evangelism 
with more depth which relies heavily on the close relationships between 
local church members and the proselyte. The evangelicals’ sense of mission 
was strongly influenced by an eschatological awareness that the second 
coming was imminent. Wilhelm Kahle pointed out that the mobility of 
many of the early leaders was due to a highly developed sense of the short- 
ness of time, that it did not pay to put down roots in this world.5® Most of 
the evangelicals were committed to a “quiet eschatology” which would find 
them busy evangelizing and suffering.6? The chiliastic tendency was# 
evident only among small groups of Pentecostals.*! 

Brandenburg also drew attention to the way in which the evangelicals 
dealt with the so-called scientific attacks of atheism. They ignored them, for 
they saw no need to argue with science because they had a profound belief 
in the truth of the message of Jesus. Theirs was a theology of faith. 

Similarly, they remained unshakable because of their certainty of the 
omnipotence of God. They knew that God never lost control of events. 
Many observers have drawn attention to the triumphalism of the 
persecuted Reform Baptists. They protested unjust treatment, appealed for 
redress and for changed legislation, but in their appeals to fellow Christians 
the dominant theme was much more for prayer support, a concern that 
God's will would be worked out. This also included praying for their 
persecutors. Gerhard Fast tells the story of two preachers sent to his cell who | 
immediately set about preaching the gospel. When one of the men was 
transferred to another section of the prison the other stated: “They 
probably need the gospel over there.”’®2 | 
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Soviet evangelicals in varying degrees have also elena ee ate 
verbial capacity of the Russian people to suffer. Their a atk 
forebears had taught and experienced eae para cas alae canes . 

i ile, for this was the inevitable lot or tho 
Owed not wrestle for political control."% aes ae 
part of worship; it became a bond that united evangelicals in t e are = 
and in the various towns where they chanced to meet. er also i 
to validate their witness. More so than in most other parts of Europe, they 
became and remained a church practicing costly discipleship. 


The Evangelical Task: Restitution of 
Apostolic Christianity ety 

Is there a Soviet evangelical theology? The content of their ce 
system is part and parcel of general believers church theology, — = 
evangelicalism.® It includes Pentecostal and Mennonite concerns eee 
sofar as these are included within evangelicalism. The. ae i ae 
developed might be described as the desired ECB t es 
expression of personal piety and worship, especially its emotiona 

i merges. 
ee ce feature of Soviet evangelical theology is that ae 
‘have affirmed the goal of restitution of apostolic se ace eat 
forthrightly and with greater chance of success than more deve ae eee 
ers’ churches in Western Europe and North America. ges ro) ae ae 
the patterns and principles of roe pany Salen ee a 
i i achievement of the Anabaptists. 1 nis 
ee L S. Prokhanov, who did more than any other person 


back a century earlier than the Anabaptist movement to areas . 
genuinely Slavic forefather—Jan Hus. Prokhanov drew doen a ri ea 
the writings of Chelcisky on the separation of churc rom . oe 
pinpointing the significance of the Constantinian Sen tuirts Ne 
hanov’s affinity for these fellow Slavic preachers was sym . - = re 
cision to be ordained in Prague by Czech Baptists but wit : ergy fr nee 
Church of the Unity of Czech Brethren present. This emphasis - a mie 
to New Testament renee! a oe sear Reet sie 
in a “resurrection call” which Prokhan yeh 
iC s Here he stated that the Evangelical ee oe 
“considers itself entrusted with the task of restoring origina Chris = ty 
earth in its creative power... .” © 
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Alexander Karev repeated a similar goal when he reported on their 
recent involvement in the ecumenical movement. The mission of their 
representatives in the ecumenical encounters “must be to witness about the 
Christianity of apostolic days which has been forgotten in the West.’’®? Such 
a restitution was above all an emphasis on the personal piety and disciple- 
ship of the early believers. Karev also hoped to demonstrate the unity of the 
early church. The example of a union of Russian Baptists and Mennonite 
Brethren, he told fellow European Baptist secretaries, should prompt them 
to imitation. The split in Baptist ranks, as well as the continuing threat of 
the entire evangelical union coming apart, was therefore embarrassing and 
also painful. Their union, too, consisted of people “remarkable . . 
rightly dividing the word of truth and wrongly dividing themselves.’”’® 

Like the apostolic church, Russian evangelicals are a church of the 
poor. They constantly address their appeals to the simplest level of society, 

and artificial state pressure has guaranteed that their membership will 
remain lower class and uneducated. This low-class status and the leveling 
process of their persecution means that their membership probably reveals 
more potential for costly discipleship than do comparative bodies in North 
America and Europe. This is particularly true of the aggressive Reform 
Baptists. 

Soviet evangelicals are trying, through their biblicism, to retain the 
quality of New Testament Christianity. A biblicism which demands of each 
individual the right to interpret and to study should logically result in a plu- 
ralism of interpretation. Yet here the state has been influential in trying to 
produce conformity. One wonders when the state will recognize that plu- 
ralism is a prerequisite for a classless society. 

Following New Testament models of Christianity leads to considerable 
diversity. When General Secretary Bychkov visited North America in 1976 
he contrasted the extensive activity of North American Christians in the 
social sphere with the spiritual emphasis in his own union: “Sometimes the 
churches in North America look like Martha—not taking much time to sit 
and reflect at the feet of Jesus, but always working and inviting people to 
serve on committees, subcommittees, and sub-subcommittees. Some Soviet 
churches look more like Mary—quiet and reflecting. Continuing contacts 
will be important in helping both churches to be more like Martha and 
Mary.”7° Bychkov could not have known that a British student of the 


Russian churches in an earlier age gave his book the title: The Way of 
Martha and the Way of Mary!™ 
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Now you must stand by us and help us get well-rooted. In 
another ten years we will be so strong that not only will we be 
able to stand without your help—no, then we will come and 
help you! Our preachers and messengers will come and 
Proclaim the Gospel to you, for here in the West ail are 
asleep. You will awake and God will bless us all. 

—lI. S. Prokhanovin 1928 


The modern Christian cannot imagine a full-blooded spiritual 
life without fellowship with his brothers and sisters inthe 
faith both within the country and abroad: He needs the 
prayers of God's children wherever they may live, and 
considers it his responsibility to pray “for all men” (1 Timothy 
2:1). 

—Alexei Bychkov, BV 1/78, p. 25 


13 The Foreign Connection: 
International and Ecumenical 


Although a uniquely Russian phenomenon in part, Soviet evangelical 
beginnings were also stimulated by evangelical missionaries. The influence 
of foreign evangelicals was more pronounced during the early decades of 
development. Both Baptists and Evangelical Christians had been members 
of the Baptist World Alliance since 1905,! The Evangelical Christians were 
closely associated with the Evangelical Alliance and with numerous 
societies such as the YMCA. Russian Mennonites had developed intimate 
links with fellow believers in Canada, the United States, and Germany. As 
noted earlier, Pentecostal beginnings were the result of the work of Ivan Vo- 
ronaev, a missionary sponsored by the Assemblies of God. Continuing 
foreign ties were natural, for as evangelicals they were part of a worldwide 
movement. Their essence was internationalist in contrast to the Russian na- 
tionalism of the Orthodox Church. 

This changed when Stalin took power. Soon Soviet evangelicals from 
all denominations found themselves in prison charged with anti-Soviet 
activity, with spying for a foreign country. Their links with churches abroad 
were the front behind which they reported Soviet secrets to foreign govern- 
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ments, so went the charge. Financial aid sent to a Soviet alain i _ 

culty served as the evidence to convict him. Until approximate y aon 

tered links with evangelicals abroad were still possible; at a 2 ks . 

took place, although the last visit Soviet evangelicals had ma le be 

was to attend the Baptist World Alliance Congress in ie . ; 7 
‘Soviet evangelicals had become isolated. At the end o = see apt 

of their fellow churchmen in the West were unsure whether they 


existed. 


ttempts to Restore Foreign Communication 
sae an ae 1 J. H. Bushbrooke, who had had pean 
interest in the Russian Baptists earlier in the decade, was the ee 
secretary for the Baptist Nit a i ig core a zi - 
i nouncement of the creation of the 
metas as Rushbrooke learned of the new union, he ne a ee 
effort to resume contacts, including visits to the Soviet Union. A he in 
interview at the Soviet embassy in London, he sent a letter to I - - 
Lewis in Washington (then general secretary of the BWA), in - ic : 
complained that it “is really unfair that there should be an si oe 
visits between the Episcopal ae Sea Ae eon a ae 
munion with one another, and that nothing o ! een 
en fellow Baptists who are all included in the Baptist Wor 
renee we exchange ‘of delegations had just taken place ea ae 
Church of England and the Russian Orthodox Church. A few months 2 
in August 1945, in a further letter, he stated that “to me, i is neh 
portant that I should visit re ae ee cree in Europe. 
ince Rushbrooke died shortly thereatter. 

es peers visiting the Soviet Union, the Baptist World ee 
pursued two other goals. In his letter of congratulation io the AU 

unity congress, Rushbrooke made a broad offer of assistance: 


It. is our earnest hope that we may be able prea our ee ie 
| i i ation regarai 
iet Union, but at present we have no inform 
as Our hope is that wherever buildings have been haart or 
seriously damaged, where there is a shortage of Bibles or other snleuge 
where there is need to train students for the preaching of the gospe Ps 
short, wherever Christian and philanthropic seas ane seeekia bail 
i i — ay be allowed to 
the disruption and ravages of the war—we m 
brothers aa sisters through the period of emergency. Could you write 
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me on this subject, and give me an idea what damage you have suffered, 
and in what ways it would be possible for us to help you?4 


Shortly thereafter, Rushbrooke received a telegram from Moscow which in- 
cluded the curious phrase that the AUCECB “rejoice of distribution to our 
motherland of all Baptist brotherhood God bless you all and us” (sic). 
Rushbrooke decided that must mean a “thank you”’ for their contribution 
via the Lend-Lease program, but direct assistance proved impossible. By 
1947 President. Jacob Zhidkov was reporting very specifically that: there 
were many different foreign missions who “work as they say, for Russia, 
though no one ever entrusted this to them.” The AUCECB, he said, was 
responding to all requests from abroad whether they need material aid: 
“No, we don’t need it.” That attitude had already become pronounced in 
the late twenties. Russian evangelicals were attempting to assert their inde-. 
pendence and above all were trying to demonstrate to the authorities that 
they were not a subversion agency financed by Western capitalists. 

These contacts soon came to an end due to the Cold War. An addi- 
tional factor may have been the continuing concern of the Baptist World 
Alliance for the state of religious liberty in the Soviet Union. In the spring of 
1946 Walter Lewis was quoted in the Religious News Service saying that 
Soviets were turning Bibles into pulp in. Estonia and closing Baptist 
seminaries in the Baltic states. Rushbrooke shared these concerns but did 
point out to Lewis that “this is the first direct attack on the Soviet govern- 
ment by a leading Baptist.” Perhaps this hindered a trip N. A. Levindanto 
and A. V, Karev had hoped to make to Britain, In any case, the AUCECB 
broke off all contacts when it refused to attend the Baptist World Alliance 
Congress in Copenhagen in the summer of 1947.8 

There were virtually no contacts till 1954. In 1952, Carney Hargroves, 
then a Baptist pastor in Philadelphia (later elected president of the BWA), 
visited and a few letters were exchanged with Walter Lewis on the subject 
of peace. Finally, through participation in peace conferences in Sweden 
sponsored by the Quakers, R. Townley Lord and other British Baptists ob- 
tained an invitation to visit the Soviet Union in June 1954. The invitation 
stated that the purpose of the visit was “to have personal fellowship with 
us. ® Bratskii Vestnik also quoted Townley Lord as stating that “we found 
that Baptists here have full freedom of religious confession and equal rights 
among the other churches.””!° This technique of quoting foreign churchmen 
professing to find religious liberty in the Soviet Union became a permanent 
point of anxiety for the foreign visitors. Some hoped that such positive re- 
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marks would be rewarded by some easing of the pressure on Soviet believ- 


ers; others were misquoted (without the chance of rejoinder); while some 
foreign leaders made thoughtless remarks due to ignorance. 

The Baptist World Alliance Congress in London in 1955 became the 
first serious test of the new relationship. Soviet Baptists had exerted strong 
pressure for BWA leaders to attend the World Peace Council in Helsinki, 
which would help persuade Soviet authorities to permit a Soviet Baptist 
delegation to come to London for the congress.!! The one observer that was 
sent appeared to be sufficient so that eight delegates and two translators ap- 
peared in London.” The Russians were treated as full members of the BWA 
and were elected to various committees. Jacob Zhidkov was elected one of 
eleven vice-presidents. 

The next major test consisted of two separate but nearly simultaneous 
visits to the Soviet Union’s chief opponent in the Cold War, the United 
States of America. Robert Denny, then youth secretary and soon to become 
general secretary, handled the detailed planning which involved some risks 


to the American Baptist reputation, since public opinion was strongly anti-. 


communist.’ Would this trip simply serve as a vehicle of Soviet propa- 
ganda? The Soviet Baptist delegation traveled the length and breadth of 
America, attended numerous Baptist conventions, also met with Men- 
nonites, and in general made a good impression. Alexander Karey, in his 
turn, reported that “we like the American people . . . their feelings of love 
and joy in meeting were genuine, and above all we feel their strong, 
friendly handshakes.” 4 The second delegation was an ecumenical delega- 
tion returning the visit of an American delegation to the Soviet Union.® 

Now began regular participation of Soviet delegates on international 
Baptist committees. Zhidkov attended a BWA council session in Toronto in 
1957.6 In 1958 the AUCECB joined the European Baptist Federation, an 
organization that had been established in 1947.17 By 1962, young Michael 
Zhidkov (who until them had held no significant position at home) was 
elected to the EBF executive committee.’ When the next World Baptist 
Congress took place in Rio de Janeiro, five Soviet delegates attended; 
Zhidkov was reelected as a vice-president, Arthur Mitskevich became a 
member of the executive committee. ® 

In contrast to the early efforts of Rushbrooke and Lewis to establish 
links based on clearly articulated goals, by 1960 the active contact involved 
Soviet initiative and it was the Soviet Baptists who articulated their goals 
most clearly. The detailed reports on visits to churches always included an 
emphasis on the vigorous religious activity foreign visitors found, the enjoy- 
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ment of fellowship and preaching, and that the visitors came away con- 
vinced that the Soviet people wanted peace. Following the visit of a 
Swedish delegation in 1956 (which included Erik Ruden, who became 
responsible for increased links with the Baptists when he served as Eu- 
ropean secretary of the BWA), Jacob Zhidkov stated: “We think that the 
confusion which there might be among believers in Sweden, due to un- 
friendly rumors about religious life in the USSR, have finally been dissi- — 
pated and have vanished.,”’2° 

This attempt to use visits as image-builders for Soviet Baptists and for 
the Soviet state became most pronounced during the period when Soviet 
Baptists were under the greatest pressure from the Soviet authorities. The 
number of visits abroad increased dramatically in 1960, whereas Western 
Baptists did not become aware of the Reform Baptist movement until 1964 
and remained poorly informed for a number of years subsequently. They 
were reassured by the AUCECB that this was an internal matter, not very 
significant, and that they would be hurting the AUCECB if they discussed 
it in public. 

In 1968 Michael Bourdeaux published the first major history of the 
split and quoted extensively from Initsiativniki documents.2! One major 
document from the Council of Prisoners’ Relatives listing the persecutions 
which Baptists had experienced was published by the British Baptist Times. 
In response, Alexander Karev and the new AUCECB president Ilia G. 
Ivanov addressed a letter to the British Baptist Union urging them to reject 
the Reformers’ claims.”? Before Bourdeaux’s book was scheduled to appear, 
the Moscow leadership sent an envoy to London in order to counteract the 
publicity the Initsiativniki were receiving, urging British church leaders to 
support the AUCECB but not to support Bourdeaux, who, the envoy 
claimed, was siding unfairly with the Initsiativniki23 Michael Bourdeaux’ s 
book was published and helped to make the developing public debate more 
factual, although British Baptists were publicly very restrained, not really 
supporting Bourdeaux and his research center until 1974. 

The AUCECB developed growing letter correspondence with many 
churchmen abroad, sent their journal abroad, and in the seventies in- 
troduced an English-language information bulletin in order to communi- 
cate better the fact that their union was alive and growing. 

During this period of international development, BWA leaders, as well 
as EBF spokesmen, played a passive role in relationships with the Russians. 
They valued the fellowship. Those who visited the Soviet Union were 
deeply moved by the piety and intensely warm hospitality. A few indi- 
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viduals, such as Carney Hargroves, Joseph Nordenhaug, and Erik Ruden 
maintained a continuing interest in the Soviet Union but for the BWA as a 
whole this was only one part of a very large world fellowship. Virtually no 
one had the language skills to communicate with the Russians significantly. 


AUCECB International Department 

When postwar foreign relations were developed, General Secretary 
Alexander Karev did most of the foreign traveling. Unlike Jacob Zhidkov, 
he was fluent in German and could read a little bit of English, vital 
credentials for such activity. Soon a young lady named Klaudia Tyrtova be- 
came the regular translator to accompany church delegations, Karev intro- 
ducing her in 1957 as secretary of the international department.” 

Such a department came into existence more formally in 1959 when 
Alexei Stoian and Ilia Orlov returned from their studies in England. None 
of the various revisions to the AUCECB statute make any reference to such 
a department before 1979, although the 1966 statute authorized the 
AUCECB to maintain foreign communications by means of letters and ex- 
change of delegations. Karev announced the existence of this department in 
his first report given at the 1963 congress but otherwise little has been said 
about the international department. It still appears somewhat shrouded in 
secrecy. At the 1974 congress, Alexei Bychkov.complimented this small de- 
partment for the work which it had done and claimed that all its work had 
been conducted under the leadership of the AUCECB Presidium.”6 

The primary activity of the international department is to facilitate the 
foreign relations of the AUCECB, It handles the preparatory work for the 
exchange of delegations, and it provides translators to accompany Soviet 
delegations abroad and to host foreign delegations. The other activity in 
which the international department plays a significant role is in mediating 
relations with state authorities. 

Alexei Bychkov reported at the 1974 congress that during the past two 
years ‘‘the international department devoted great effort to the dissemina- 
tion of objective information in foreign countries on the life and service of 
our ECB churches.’’2” In addition to the foreign trips, they had sent out 8, 
800 individual letters and 21,000 fraternal announcements since 1969. This 
department had also received 16,000 letters from abroad, as well as news- 
papers and journals, 

The department itself at present maintains a staff of eight persons: 
Alexei Stoian, chairman; Ilia Orlov, vice-chairman; Evgenii Ruzski, Klaudia 
(Tyrtova) Pillipiuk; Nikolai Zverev; Anatoli Sokolov; Alexander Savel ev, 
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and Valentina Ryndina. Additional translators are often assigned by this de- 
partment to travel with delegations. 

The background of the chairman, Alexei Stoian, is not very well 
known. He had been recommended by Ukrainian Senior Presbyter A. L. 


Andreev in 1957 to study abroad. Stoian had been one of six people who: 


studied in England for two years (1957-59), On his return he immediately 
became a full-time employee of the AUCECB and his name was now listed 
regularly as an AUCECB representative at international congresses, In 
August 1962, for example, Jacob Zhidkov and he were the sole representa- 
tives of the AUCECB, when their union was accepted as a member of the 
World Council of Churches.?8 In this connection Bratskii Vestnik for the 
first time identified him as director of the international department. Stoian 
is still a young man, probably in his early fifties, with a hearty, abrupt man- 
ner.29 

The most striking thing about Stoian is the questions people ask each 
other about him. All invitations to foreign churchmen are signed by him. 
Many public declarations on behalf of peace are signed by the president, 
the general secretary, and Stoian. He is obviously an important person. 
Sensitive observers ask each other whether they have ever heard him preach 
or lead in public prayer. He is usually present in his second floor office at 
the rear of the church in Moscow, but has anyone ever seen him on the plat- 
form with the other ministers? Soviet believers, on the other hand, ask each 
other whether anyone has ever seen him take communion, In short, he is 
not fully trusted as a brother. Many Westerners, in particular the staunchly 
anti-communist Carl McIntyre and Paul Voronaev (son of former Soviet 
Pentecostal leader Ivan Voronaev) freely attack Stoian as a KGB agent. As 
evidence Voronaev claims the admission of one Soviet churchman who 
confessed in the privacy of the car that he was forced to report everything 
and that Stoian was in fact an officer in the KGB,*° Little is served in at- 
tempting to prove or disprove this charge but it does demonstrate how the 
international department is an albatross around the neck of the AUCECB. 

Ilia.M. Orlov, the vice-chairman, is the son of the famous Michael 
Orlov, who preserved the Evangelical Christian Union from total extinction 
during the war, who served as vice-president of the union until 1954, and 
remained on the council until his death in 1961. Michael Orlov’s children 
were able to obtain a good education; Ilia was trained as a dentist. He, too, 
studied in England (1956-58) and returned to become active in the Moscow 
church. Young Orlov had inherited the tremendous energy of his father and 
revealed impressive ability. He has been the leading organist of the church 
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for many years, takes his turn at preaching while maintaining a gruelling 
schedule in the international department. Not only are there letters to 
answer and trips to accompany, he is also busy approving articles for 
publication in the journal and producing the English-language information 
bulletin. I once heard him translate a sermon into English for a visiting 
scientist sitting in the balcony, punctuating the translation with additional 
biblical quotes which improved the sermon. At the same time he and I were 
conducting a conversation on another subject. He is indeed a very complex 
person and his loyalties to church and motherland also appear complex. He, 
too, is widely distrusted and feared for the power he wields, but to my 
knowledge, he is accepted as a Christian brother. 

The other staff have less influence. Klaudia Pillipiuk had been study- 
ing to be a teacher. Evgenii Ruzski had studied for a career in journalism, 
came to faith through a healing experience, and studied two years at the 
Baptist seminary in Hamburg. He is fluent in both German and English. 
He, too, demonstrates great intelligence and ability, but his aggressive man- 
ner has alienated many. The younger men, Anatoli Sokolov and Nikolai 
Zverev, joined the department after two years of study in England (1973- 
75). Alexander Savel’ ev has studied in Hamburg. The youngest member of 
the staff, Valentina Ryndina, speaks English and a little Spanish and has of- 
ficially represented the AUCECB at international youth conferences. She is 
a quiet-spoken person. During the past year, Nikolai Zverev became vice- 
chairman. 

The international department has gained international prominence 
while criticism of this department has grown within the ranks of the union. 
At the 1966 congress several staff persons, including Orlov, were elected as 
candidate members of the AUCECB with great difficulty. Orlov was ap- 
pointed to full council membership in March 1969 but delegates refused to 
elect him to the council in December 1969, in spite of tremendous 
pressure.*! This contrasts rather sharply with the role of the international 
department of the Russian Orthodox Church. The head of that department 
was usually a leading churchman and both Metropolitan Nikolai and 
Metropolitan Nikodim have been appreciated by believers for their pastoral 
role.22 Which model, whether Orthodox or Baptist, is more advantageous is 
a debatable point, but the lower prestige of the Baptists’ international de- 
partment illustrates how much more difficult it is for a believers’ church to 
incorporate a state function within a church function than is true of a historic 
state church. Criticism became quite pronounced and explicit at the 1979 
Congress, delegates challenging the Christian character and behavior of 
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members of this department. Regardless of the criticism from the ranks, the 
international department remains a necessary institution. 

Officially, the international department is simply a subdivision in the 
AUCECB executive office, and does not have decision-making powers. Yet 
it is quite apparent to careful observers that the international department 
maintains de facto control of the AUCECB. This is its most disconcerting 
quality. It means that the actions of the elected AUCECB leadership must 
always be evaluated on the basis of what they were able to achieve in spite 
of restrictions, in terms of their ability to establish sufficient room to ma- 
neuver. For example, Soviet evangelical involvement in peace work is a pre- 
requisite for continued existence. The fact that a separate department 
assumes responsibility for some of the less attractive aspects of fostering So- 
viet policy both inside the union and abroad eases the lot and the 
conscience of the other leaders. AUCECB leaders cannot acknowledge the 
powers of the international department in public but for foreign churchmen 
to maintain ongoing relations with the AUCECB it helps to assess the situa- 
tion realistically. It may even be argued that such a clear identification of 
the governmental relationship is preferable to the casual, cozy relationship 
of North American churches to government leaders at prayer breakfasts. 


Ecumenical Relations 

The AUCECB was not related to, or involved with, preparations for 
the formation of the World Council of Churches in 1948, in spite of early 
relations they had had with such ecumenists as John Mott. On their first 
visit in England in 1955 the Archbishop of Canterbury spoke to them about 
joining the WCC and they promised to discuss the matter.°3 Alexander 
Karev wrote a major article on the ecumenical movement in 1959 which 
revealed good knowledge of detail and an understanding of its historical 
background. Karev concluded that not all Christian churches had joined the 
WCC; Roman Catholics were opposed, only a few Orthodox churches had 
joined, and the majority of Baptists were not members. Then he went on: 


The greatest insufficiency of the World Council of Churches is its very 
narrow base as a result of the lack of ecurnenical awareness among the 
masses of believers. In point of fact, the ecumenical enthusiasts are pri- 
marily archbishops, bishops, theologians and other churcly leaders and 
church organizations, but local churches and the broad level of Chris- 
tians have not been touched till now in any significant measure by the idea 
of one universal church and the ideals of the ecumenical movement. 
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Three years later, Bratskii Vestnik announced that Jacob Zhidkov and 
Alexei Stoian had represented the AUCECB at a meeting of the WCC 
Central Committee in Paris, where the AUCECB, as well as the Armenian 
Orthodox Church, the Georgian Orthodox Church, the Evangelical Lu- 
therans of Latvia and of Estonia were accepted into membership. Zhidkov 
was pictured in a full-page photo with the British Baptist Ernest Payne, who 
was then vice-chairman of the Central Committee.*> Zhidkov explained 
that the WCC represents the voice of the majority of churches in the world 
and will become the voice of the universal church. As argument for joining 
he cited Luke 9:50—“He who is not against us is for us’ —and expressed 
the conviction that by joining, the AUCECB would experience much bless- 
ing as.they cooperated in the great work of building the kingdom of God. 
The decision to join did not involve a decision of the AUCECB council 
or even its presidium; apparently there was: no discussion. At the 1966 
Congress Karev reviewed the history of the ecumenical movement, noting 
that some did not participate because of the modernistic theology of many 
of the leaders. But Karev felt there was no need to fear. It is the task of the 
Christian to be light and salt in the world, and that, he felt, also means to 
other Christians. This was not a fusion of churches but simply a fellowship 
of churches, therefore there was no need to worry. The arguments he gave 
for participating in the WCC were that this allowed them to participate in 
actions of Christian love: to help the hungry, those reduced to poverty due 
to catastrophe, and to serve as bridge-builders between enemies.3* At the 
end of the 1963 Congress a general resolution had been read and approved 
expressing appreciation for the work of the AUCECB. This included the 
sentence: “The All-Union Congress welcomes the contacts between the 
AUCECB and the Baptist World Alliance and the entrance of the 
AUCECGB into the World Council of Churches.’’” That made it possible to 
say that the delegates officially voted for membership, at least post facto. 
The role of the AUCECB within the World Council of Churches has 
not been significant. It regularly served as junior partner to the Russian Or- 
thodox Church, voting as a bloc on all decisions. It therefore shared 
responsibility with the Orthodox in blocking numerous resolutions’ that 
might have been critical of the Soviet Union. A significant shift occurred at 
the World Council Assembly in Nairobi in 1975. A Russian Orthodox 
layman, Lev Regelson, and Father Gleb Yakunin (banned from exercising 
his office since 1965) addressed a letter to Philip Potter, WCC general 
secretary. The letter was printed in Target, a daily newspaper for the 
Assembly. The authors of the letter noted the selective indignation which 
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had characterized WCC pronouncements in recent years, listed various 
facts of religious persecution in the USSR, and offered a number of sugges- 
tions whereby WCC member churches could help. Concern for religious 
persecution, Yakunin and Regelson argued, “ought to become the central 
theme of Christian ecumenism!” Both the Russian Orthodox and the 
Baptist representatives published official replies which were defensive but 
also included candid acknowledgment of problems. Swiss missiologist 
Jacques Rossel proposed an amendment to a report on the Helsinki Decla- 
ration which specifically requested the USSR to implement the religious 
liberty clause of the Helsinki Declaration. English Baptist Ernest Payne suc- 
ceeded in transferring the issue to a committee but the Nairobi Assembly 
marks a certain turning point after which the World Council has become 
less accommodating to the fears or even threats of withdrawal of Soviet 
churchmen.*8 

AUCKECB representation at the World Council was never of the same 
caliber as the representation at the BWA. Whereas the AUCECB president 
or general secretary traveled to BWA meetings, it was international depart- 
ment spokesmen who were the most regular representatives at WCC com- 
mission meetings. In addition to Stoian, Belorussian Senior Presbyter K. S. 
Veliseichik was a longtime member on the central committee.®° In recent 
years, however, General Secretary Alexei Bychkov, a member of the central 
committee since 1975, has begun to play a more active role in the dis: 
cussions, prompting some to hope for more serious dialogue between East 
and West. 

For the AUCECB its membership in the WCC has meant growing 
problems within the union. The more conservative Ukraine and Central 
Asia have a deep fear of the ecumenical movement as such, a fear that has 
been fed by Western Fundamentalist radio preachers who regularly 
identify the World Council with the Babylonian whore which is to lead the 
church astray in the end times. The pronouncements (printed in Bratskii 
Vestnik) of the WCC on many topics, especially the criticism of American 
policy in Vietnam and of South African racism, and the affirmation of re- 
ligious liberty without any comment about religious liberty in the Soviet 


Union, resulted in local believers deeply distrusting this foreign connection. 


Foreign evangelicals visiting local churches in the Soviet Union have been 
asked with increasing frequency to give their views on the World Council of 
Churches. It is quite apparent that local church members, reliant only on 
the communiqués printed in Bratskii Vestnik, are poorly informed about 
the range of activities and interests, and the varieties of religious persuasion 
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that are included in the WCC. But the questioners are very uneasy. 
Churches in Kirgizia once voted to reject WCC membership, but that deci- 
sion had no weight constitutionally. At the 1979 Congress, spokesmen from 
Central Asia urged withdrawal, or at least a shift to observer status—stress- 
ing that to take no action put local church unity in danger back home. 
Others at least begged for better-quality representation, since they 
recognized that the AUCECB has no option but to remain a member. 

Initially the WCC had tried to woo the Russian Orthodox Church, but 
when the latter decided to join, the rapid-moving events caught the World 
Council by surprise. WCC leaders were well aware that the joining of the 
Russian Orthodox Church in 1961, followed by six other Soviet denomina- 
tions in 1962, had major political implications. Paul Anderson, longtime So- 
viet expert and adviser to the WCC, expressed a concern that the par- 
ticipant WCC churches should acquire a more thorough knowledge of the 
principles, policies, and procedures of the Soviet government and the Com- 
munist Party. And he went on, “In my opinion the expertise here de- 
manded from the World Council leaders is still not very impressive. 4° This 
has been a continuing problem. In a recent book on the Russians and the 
WCC, Hans Hebly pointed out: 


In Western church delegations at ecumenical meetings there is an 
abundant amount of expert knowledge of the Third World. But how 
many Sovietologists were present at Nairobi? For some people the so- 
cialist world is a vague ideal, for others it is a bogeyman, but realistic 
expertise is scarcely available.*! 


It is hardly any consolation to point out that the Soviet delegates were un- 
able to send any experts on most questions of concern to the World Council, 
because such experts did not dare associate with Soviet churches. 

In another study of the WCC, Hans Hebly quoted numerous state- 
ments issued by the WCC which criticized the lack of religious liberty in 
the Soviet Union. Such statements disappeared from official resolutions 
once the Russian churches joined.42 In order not to cause reprisals on 
member churches in Eastern Europe, World Council spokesmen exercised 
great reserve in speaking about religious liberties in Eastern Europe. They 
did, however, send letters of inquiry such as two letters to Ilia Ivanov, 
AUCECB president, in 1967 and in 1970, asking for a response to specific 
Samizdat appeals. 

This apparent failure of the World Council to raise its-voice on behalf 








The Foreign Connection 371 


of suffering Christians in the Soviet Union occasioned growing disquiet 
among ecumenical leaders. A conference held in St. Polten (Austria) in 1974 
recommended greater exchange of information and encouraged the WCC 
to make statements “designed to diminish the negative effects of human 
rights situations, especially where the local churches or the regional bodies 
are prevented from doing so.’’43 The Yakunin-Regelson letter was 
welcomed by many because it finally prompted an airing of viewpoints, 
Former WCC staff member Albert van den Heuvel declared that “it is im- 
possible to have zones of silence in the area of human rights.”4° The 
spiritual authority of the WCC was at stake if it did not speak openly, 

The publicity in the 1970s on behalf of specific Soviet dissidents had 
made clear that such publicity did not hurt the person involved but often 
served to improve his prison conditions or to prevent his arrest. During the 
trial of Georgi Vins, the leaders of the WCC sent a letter to the Soviet 
prosecutor requesting permission to send a legal observer. “We have reason 
to believe,” they wrote, “on the basis of information received that the 
charges against Mr. Vins are made primarily because of his religious convic- 
tions and activities.” That appeal did not help Vins directly but it did give 
the WCC a more forthright image and served notice on Soviet churchmen 
that the WCC could no longer remain silent. As Albert van den Heuvel 
wrote to Metropolitan Yuvenaly following the Nairobi Assembly: 


Our silence and our defence of the churches has not given any effective 
defence to the local churches in your country.... Some of us can no 
longer silence their questions and we cannot keep from taking the sides 
of those who appeal to us in the name of Christ, or even in the name of 
humanity... .47 


Repeatedly when Western churchmen have spoken up about restriction of 
human rights in the Soviet Union, Russian churchmen have attacked them. 
Here, ie a growing number of churchmen fully agree with Hebly’s 
remark: 


We cannot blame them for their silence, but it seems to be rather unecu- 
menical when they blame others for speaking where they had to remain 
silent. The other churches should not allow themselves to be sucked into 
the captivity of the Russian church.48 


Following this debate the WCC executive committee eventually approved 
a“church-centered human rights programme,” gave it a budget of $80,000 
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(U.S.) and a full-time staff person, and assigned it the tasks of documenta- 
tion on human rights, coordination of study projects, and improvement of 
information exchange. This was intended to lead to the development of “a 
constructive-critical solidarity.”49 So far, observers are maintaining a 
healthy skepticism about possible achievements. 

Since the Russian churches joined the WCC, the latter has also been 
less able to develop dialogue with Marxism. Russian churchmen feel there is 
no need to engage in dialogue; all that is needed is practical cooperation. 
Practical cooperation has invariably meant conformity to state require- 
ments.®° There are, however, recent signs of a further development. In 
March 1979, churches from socialist countries met to share experiences on 
“Christian witness today,’ a meeting sponsored by a WCC commission. 
The participants agreed that there was “‘a recognition of the church’s posi- 


tive social role after half a century of the new socialist order’ and ac-— 


knowledged ‘‘the still unused potential for the churches to evangelize 
within their present context.”5! The final report is to be published as prepa- 
ratory material for a WCC world mission conference in 1980. 

The AUCECB also joined other international bodies, such as the 
Christian Peace Conference (CPC), and the Conference of European 
Churches (CEC), and participated in the Conference of Peace-Loving 
Forces and similar meetings. Ilia Ivanov and Alexei Stoian were regular 
representatives at CPC meetings but their role was largely passive. In recent 
years Alexei Bychkov has been utilizing statements from such international 
bodies, in particular the Helsinki Agreement, to express appreciation for the 
guarantees of human rights and religious freedom, thereby indicating that 
his church notices what the state has signed.52 In all these activities, 
however, there has never been a voice raised by Soviet churchmen ques- 
tioning specific Soviet policies that were unjust. At a regular meeting of the 
CPC Continuation Committee in September 1975, Professor James Will 
raised some questions that caused consternation and headlines. All he said 


was: 


I know that many of the churches in socialist societies have required of 
yourselves a period of prophetic silence in repentance for your earlier 
neglect of the proletariat and opposition to their revolution. You also 
have necessarily followed a strategy of proving your basic loyalty to so- 
cialist societies now led by communist governments. But isn’t that basic 
loyalty now sufficiently demonstrated that you may begin to speak pro- 
phetically again also at home?... I must ask my Russian brethren in 
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love and goodwill, but also seriously, is it really required that they only 
praise their society when we all know that nothing like perfect liberation 
or justice has been achieved there?53 


Even slight qualifiers suggesting reserve in support of Soviet policy would 
greatly improve the image of Soviet churchmen. 


Relations with Fellow Evangelicals 

1. Baptists. Relations with world Baptists bodies have become so well 
developed over against other evangelical bodies that many people have the 
impression that Soviet evangelicals belong exclusively to the Baptist family. 
What is the nature and significance of. the AUCECB involvement in the 
Baptist World Alliance and the European Baptist Federation? 

Once active membership was resumed in 1955, Moscow sent its 
members regularly to meetings. Gradually the Soviet members became 
more acquainted with the overall program, but their contribution has been 
selective. Bychkov claimed credit for fostering a greater interest in peace 
and justice. Many of the programs in the sphere of evangelism, education 
and relief can only be applied in the Soviet Union with great difficulty and 
modification. Above all, Soviet Baptist participation was limited by the 
restrictions on the flow of currency. Unable to donate directly to the BWA 
or EBF, they have resorted to financing the travels of fellow East European 
Baptists to committee meetings. When Alexei Bychkov served as president 
of the European Baptist Federation, he invited the executive committee to 
Moscow for deliberations and his union paid the travel costs of all the 
members. Similarly, Soviet churchmen coming to meetings of the BWA, for 
example, in the United States, spend an additional week or two eiiting 
churches and raising donations for the BWA. An attempt to gain permission 
for Soviet financial involvement in relief projects in a Third World setting 
has not succeeded so far, 

Committee membership has long been limited to a small group of 
persons. Jacob Zhidkov served two terms as BWA vice-president. In 1962 
his son Michael was elected to the executive committee of the EBF By 
1965, when he was still identified simply as an AUCECB co-worker he was 
elected vice-president of the EBF. Only the following year was he ordained 
as presbyter of the Moscow church and was also elected a member of the 
AUCECB Presidium. Since 1975 he has been a vice-president of the BWA 
like his father before him. Zhidkov’s role in these committees was largely 
nominal as was true of many of the other Russian members on committees, 
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Much more significant was the election of Alexei Bychkov as president 
of the European Baptist Federation in 1975. For the first time an East Eu 
ropean churchmen led this organization, which required much ee ae 
mate cooperation between him and the secretary-treasurer, Gerhar roe 
based in Hamburg. In March 1976 the EBF executive committee he 
expanded session in Moscow, the first such meeting in Eastern nae 
second meeting took place in Budapest in September of that year. = 
experience proved to be very positive, since there was no ant : 
censorship of activity, although more European Baptists leaders felt oblige 
to attend a peace conference in Moscow in 1977 in order to demonstrate 

idarity wi ir president. 
eae 25 years of East/West Baptist relations, it is difficult to 
detect any clear articulation of policy and goals by the international Baptist 
leaders. A primary reason was the lack of expertise on the Soviet ae 
Those few Baptist experts on the Soviet Union that did exist were ae su 
ciently utilized by the BWA because it lacked funds. As a Tesu t, the. 
secretary for Europe was left to his own ingenuity and he was in any as 
burdened with other tasks throughout Europe. A growing number oO 2 - 
ficial exchanges of delegations served to improve personal relations, and the 
Western visitors usually reported in the press on their personal impressions. 
But a more thorough, detailed reporting with recommendations based on 
lessons learned from previous trips or other information gained did not take 
Pe este Baptist relations were therefore shaped very much by the 
interests of the European secretaries. J. H. Rushbrooke had an intense 
interest in Russia. This strong interest was resumed by the Swedish Baptist 
Erik Ruden, who held the office during the sixties, and did attempt ae 
personal persuasion to bring about reconciliation between ciate 
Moscow. He was succeeded by the British leader, C. Ronald Goulding 
(1967-74). Goulding had little experience with the Soviet ar ase 
for some students at Spurgeons College where he had served as principal. 
During his time in office he visited the Soviet Union several times, ia i 
significant being his attendance as the only foreign observer at the 
AUCECB Congress.®> His reporting subsequently helped provide an oa 
side perspective on the congress, although his observations were limite ny 
reliance on translators and the uniqueness of the event. During his time in 
office, however, Goulding devoted much more energy to the developing 
conflict between church and state in Romania, where his intercession on be- 
half of Baptists with state officials brought some improvements. 
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Goulding was succeeded by the former general secretary of the 
German Baptist Federation, Gerhard Claas. Claas and his union had a long- 
standing active interest in the Soviet Union, knew many of the leaders per- 
sonally, and Claas was able to converse in German with leading persons 
outside the Moscow circle. Claas, due to his own initiative and the growing 
experience of the organization, has provided creative leadership with the 
goal of assisting in normalizing church-state relationships but more so to 
foster more theological depth in church life. Claas and other Baptist leaders 
were involved in attempts to assist in the creation of a seminary, by provid- 
ing guest lectures and library materials. The EBF introduced the Summer 
Institute of Theological Education whereby East European students could 
spend two summers of study at the Rtischlikon seminary and complete the 
remainder of the program by correspondence. The first year of the program 
was well received, but only one Soviet student from Estonia was present.56 

BWA and EBF actions have been hampered by their own constitution. 
According to the constitution of the BWA, the organization may accept an 
additional Baptist union into membership only if Baptist unions from that 
country already in the BWA give their approval. For this constitutional 
reason they were prevented from interfering in the split that took place in 
the Soviet Union, and prevented from establishing relations with the 
Reform Baptists directly. But that is a formal argument—the ruling might 
easily have been broken. Just after the split became irrevocable in 1961, A. 
I. Mitskevich had himself urged the BWA leaders to interfere by sending its 
workers with recognized authority to countries where there were divisions.57 
But when even minor references to persecution of the Initsiationiki were 

made at an EBF Congress in 1965, Russian leaders became very upset and 
threatened to walk out. EBF leaders did not consider themselves in a posi- 
tion to call their bluff and were reduced to wishing other believers would 
take up the cause of the Initsiativniki. 

The early failure to hear and understand the Initsiationiki appeal 
damaged the reputation of the BWA. As early as 1963 the Initsiativniki had 
sent a letter to the president and general secretary of the BWA, informing 
them of the split and that the Moscow leadership had been excommuni- 
cated.°8 The Initsiativniki also tried to establish contact with William 
Tolbert, president of the BWA (1965-70), as well as president of Liberia. 
Tolbert visited the Soviet Union in 1970 and in published remarks greatly 
disappointed the hopes of the CCECB. Bratskii Vestnik reported him as 
saying: “I would also like to remind this group of Baptists (CCECB) that ‘to 
go along this road is wrong. Indeed it is wrong to ignore the laws of the 
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country or to permit disobedience, and also to treat the authorities with dis- 
respect.”5® A more specific statement in support of state policy the au- 
thorities could scarcely have hoped for. No other Baptist leader has 
condemned the CCECB leaders as strongly in public. Most of the other 
BWA leaders were deeply embarrassed by Tolbert’s remarks and no doubt 
embarrassed that Tolbert had not been properly briefed, that he did not 
even know of the existence of the Reform Baptists before his trip. 

But the BWA remains severely hampered to the present in its ability to 
respond to the Reform Baptists because of the veto powers of the 
AUCEGB. German immigrants from the Soviet Union, some of them hav- 
ing been charged by Russian congregations before their departure to 
represent them at the World Baptist Congress in Stockholm in 1975, asked 
permission to attend the congress. Unofficial talks were held between the 
Soviet-German leaders and the BWA leaders, and: they did manage to meet 
with AUCECB representatives casually. But the AUCECB demanded in a 
long telegram that the BWA not recognize the Germans, citing appropriate 
paragraphs of the BWA constitution.® Later Bratskii Vestnik reported that 
the German immigrants had tried to sow discord but their influence had 
been neutralized.®! 

In response to a request from a-fellow Baptist for the dates of formal 
appeals addressed by the Reform Baptists to the BWA, Ronald Goulding re- 
plied: “As far as I am able to discover there has been no direct approach 
from any dissident group made to the Baptist World Alliance or the Eu- 
ropean Baptist Federation at any time.”® He did add that in 1965 a docu- 
ment addressed to the UN and other organizations and also to the BWA 
““was reported as being sent” but the copy that arrived in London had no 
address for sending a reply. Another document was received in: 1967. In 
their files the BWA have a copy of the 1960 Letter of Instructions (received 
through other channels later) and a few other materials in translation but 
they were generally not well informed on the issue. 

They had relied for advice on a man who knew the Soviet Union inti- 
mately. Adolphs Klaupiks had been general secretary of the Latvian Baptist 
Union before becoming a refugee during World War II. Later he became 
the relief secretary for the BWA and beginning with 1961, he made trips to 
the Soviet Union almost annually.* Some of the early Samizdat materials 
were known to him but he decided it was better not to publicize the con- 
flict. When he published a statement in Baptist World in 1968, the em- 
phasis was that the crisis had been surmounted, no longer was there a drop- 
off of members to the dissidents and even some of their preachers were 
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returning to the AUCECB. Klaupiks regularly emphasized that the split 
was an internal Baptist matter; publicity could only do harm. 

Klaupiks knew the situation well, probably thought that the wisest 
policy was to maintain silence and to try to encourage reconciliation 
through personal visits. But his partisan sentiments were clearly with the 
AUCECB, Many of those men he had known and loved personally for 
years. Given the difficult situations in which they lived, his natural response 
was to be protective. He was also heavily influenced by the personal com- 
ments of Moscow leaders who described Initsiativniki as extremists, typical 
of the quarrelsome ways of Baptists in many other countries. These typical 
factors were certainly present in given incidents, but the overwhelming 
documentation that was accumulating clearly pointed to systematic viola- 
tion of religious liberty. The Baptist World Alliance, which prided itself on 
being a spokesman for religious liberty, found itself muzzled in this case. 

Baptist leaders were also not free of the tendency to engage in 
excessive praise of the genuine piety they encountered. When Andrew 
MacRae was president of the EBF in 1971 he visited the Soviet Union. On 
his return, he wrote a long, serialized article on his experience which was 
full of superlative praise for the AUCECB and included rather ill informed 
criticism of the CCECB. For him, apparently, the primary criterion for 
deciding whether there was religious liberty was that he was permitted to 
preach freely wherever he traveled and no one censored his sermons in ad- 
vance. He was roundly criticized, including by fellow Baptist leaders, who 
were embarrassed that their spokesman sounded more like a round-eyed 
tourist than a well-informed church leader. On a later trip in August 1977 
his report was printed in the European Baptist Press Service and his super- 
ficial knowledge of the situation seemed to persist. He claimed that the 
number of prisoners might be as low as 25, which was an exaggeration. He 
stated that Georgi Vins was not a minister and he thought that the fact that 
he had been asked in an interview quite openly what he thought of the 
split-away group was proof that this group was not underground.® One 
would expect a Western Baptist leader in such a critical situation to exert a 
bit more effort to discover the facts or else to keep silent. 

Since 1975 world Baptist leaders have been taking a second look at 
their policies toward the Soviet Union. When they attended the congress in 
December 1974 and announced their intention to appeal for imprisoned 
Baptists in an interview with the Council for Religious Affairs, Alexei 
Bychkov showed approval. BWA Associate Secretary Carl Tiller was be- 
coming uncomfortable with their “seeming inactivity” in key world trouble 
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spots during the years that they were emphasizing a ministry of reconcilia- 
tion. How could the BWA become a reconciling force? Did the situation re- 
quire a member body (with veto rights) or a no member body before the 
BWA could intervene? What has happened has been a process whereby 
BWA leaders have personally expressed their concern to Soviet authorities 
with frankness. Not as a spokesman for the BWA but as secretary of the 
British Baptist Union, David Russell, for example, spelled out the concerns 
of his membership for the release of Georgi Vins and other prisoners. He 
also wrote a letter to the Soviet authorities when the new legislative revi- 
sions on cults was announced in 1975, listing all the clauses in the legislation 
that still gave him and other Western Christians cause for concern. Such 
well-documented letters clearly demonstrated a genuine concern. Other 
Baptist leaders, unable to issue formal statements through the World 
Alliance, privately urged fellow Baptists to address simple appeals to the So- 
viet ambassador and in other. ways to inform Soviet Baptists of their 
concerns. 

The BWA relationship to. the AUCECB is a strong one and is begin- 
ning to have benefit for the AUCECB. Constant negotiations have brought 
official promise for a seminary. Klaus Meister of Switzerland was followed 
by Isam Ballenger and Andrew MacRae as guest. lecturers for the Moscow 
correspondence course. Another point of negotiation in which Baptists 
were also involved finally paid off when in December 1978 25,000 Bibles 
were imported to the Soviet Union, the BWA assuming responsibility. for 
the funding. ®8 , 


2. Mennonites. International Mennonite relations with the Soviet 
Union have been much more difficult. Partly this is due-to the fact that So- 
viet authorities felt that Russian Mennonite links with fellow believers 
abroad were helping to delay the conversion of Mennonites to atheism. 
When official delegated trips became possible, Harold S. Bender, president 
of Mennonite World Conference, was immediately ready to try to resume 
relations with Russian Mennonites. He met the AUCECB delegation that 
came to London in 1955, and another that came to America in 1956, and 
then joined a mixed denominational delegation together with David B. 
Wiens for a trip to the Soviet Union in November 1956.7 Travel proved to 
be exceedingly complicated and all they managed to do was to meet a few 
Mennonite spokesmen who traveled long distances to meet them in a hotel. 
Even then, one of the men, Philip Cornies, was held seven hours for ques- 
tioning before being able to see the visitors. One pleasant aspect of the trip 
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was the first-class treatment and close Christian fellowship shown by the 
Russian Baptists. 

The Bender-Wiens trip .was followed by a series of delegations at ap- 
proximately two-year intervals.71 Most of these visits were officially 
conducted under Intourist sponsorship, whereas others were possible be- 
cause the Mennonites received an invitation together with a Baptist delega- 
tion. Four Soviet Baptists visited the United States by invitation of Men- 
nonite Central Committee (MCC) in May 1964, combining this with atten- 
dance at a major American Baptist congress. In response to another invita- 
tion issued jointly by MCC (Canada) and the Baptist Federation of Canada, 
a five-member delegation visited Canada in June 1969. The delegation in- 
cluded one Mennonite, Viktor Kriger. A more direct official exchange of 
delegates with the AUCECB began in May 1976 when five persons visited 
North American Mennonites. This was followed by a return visit and an in- 
vitation for a delegation representing the Mennonite World Conference to 
come visit. Usually these delegation exchanges consisted of visiting a variety 
of churches where delegation members preached sermons. During the day 
they toured the city. The 1976 delegation exchange was different in that 
much greater emphasis was placed on attempting dialogue between par- 
ticipants. Seminars with smaller groups of invited participants provided the 
basis for sharing and mutual influence in a variety of church concerns.?2 A 


further development of this technique was a major meeting of European: 


Baptist leaders in Moscow in April 1979.78 

Mennonites saw these official visits as only one aspect of a broad ap- 
proach to East/West relations. Official Soviet visitors were able to present 
their perspective to.a North American audience, but spokesmen for the Init- 
siationiki or the independent Mennonites (as well as articles by experts) 
were given a hearing in order to enable North American Mennonites to 
form a balanced picture. To foster personal contact and mutual enrichment 
many individuals, as well as several choirs, were encouraged to visit the So- 
viet Union and to report their experiences, Study tours have also been 
sponsored. 

For the Mennonites, relating to Soviet evangelicals via the AUCECB 
was only partially satisfactory. Most visitors therefore also attempted to 
express their concern about the status of the Mennonites (Kirchliche), urg- 
ing the Baptists to be more tolerant, or to help the Mennonites obtain legal 
recognition. Another point of concern was the inability to visit many of the 
areas where Mennonites live because these were still closed to foreign 
travel. There was also discomfort about a deepening relationship to the 
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AUCEGB while remaining unable to develop one with the CCECB.% 

North American Mennonite relations to Soviet evangelicals has largely 
been the responsibility of the Mennonite Central Committee, the relief and 
service agency of the Mennonite and Brethren in Christ churches in 
Canada and the United States. Following each trip, leaders met to share 
and evaluate experiences and to plan future steps. For a decade and a half 
after the Bender-Wiens trip, the general assumption was that it was better 
to keep silent about the persecution of believers. To say something in public 
would hurt the believers in the Soviet Union. That they wished to avoid. 
This argument was expressed most strongly by Mennonite families who had 
close relatives in the Soviet Union and who urged caution. The traditionally 
quietist Mennonite should not agitate but rather rely on prayer support and 
suffer quietly. 

As the prisoners’ list lengthened (it included many names of obviously 
Mennonite origin) and other harassments became public knowledge, as So- 
viet Reform Baptist resistance stiffened and their appeals for public support 
increased, the attitudes and advice of Mennonite leaders in the West began 
to change. 

The present writer was assigned to work with Michael Bourdeaux in 
his newly established Centre for the Study of Religion and Communism in 
1973. This did not represent blanket endorsement of this organization, but 
it reflected the conviction that the collection and objective analysis of 
factual materials on the Soviet situation would help Western Christians to 
respond more intelligently and would therefore also help Soviet evangel- 
icals in the long run. 

The AUCECB leaders initially expressed sharp criticism of this assign- 
ment, charging that Bourdeaux was biased toward the Initsiativniki; 
therefore this action must mean that the Mennonites were also siding with 
the Initsiationiki instead of with the AUCECB. Mennonites saw the 
criticism as an attempt to force Mennonites to be partisan in the AUCECB- 
CCECB conflict, and refused to bow to the pressure. Eventually relations 
improved when it became clear that a sympathetic attitude toward both 
unions was possible. 

Mennonite Central Committee has held numerous consultations on 
East/West questions, seeking to develop a relationship in keeping with 


Mennonite emphases. That meant the rejection of secret or deceptive. 


tactics such as Bible smuggling. Mennonites hoped for mutual enrichment 
in the area of biblical study, peace, and service. It was time, they felt, to 
recognize that American and Soviet citizens had a joint responsibility for the 
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poor of the Third World, since North America and the Soviet Union 
represented the two big and rich superpowers, 

. The Mennonite World Conference was first organized in 1925. At that 
first conference in Basel, Switzerland, one Soviet delegate managed te come 
as far as the train station on the Swiss boundary but was not permitted into 
Switzerland. Since then no Soviet Mennonites were permitted to leave the 
Soviet Union to attend the Mennonite World Conference, even though ten 
percent of the Mennonite body still lived in the Soviet Union. Some Men- 
nonites were particularly disappointed when, in spite of the many Baptist 
conferences to which AUCECB leaders were traveling, no delegation was 
permitted to attend the Mennonite World Conferences in Amsterdam in 
1967 and in Curitiba, Brazil, in 1972. N egotiations for the 1978 conference 
in Kansas were long and complicated, but eventually a six-man delegation 
from the Soviet Union received a standing ovation when they were in- 
troduced. The delegation included one representative of the Mennonites 
one from the independent Mennonite Brethren, two Mennonite spokesmen 
within the AUCECB, plus a translator, and Michael Zhidkov as leader of 
the delegation. It was a beginning, even though the AUCECB had to serve 
as the umbrella for the unaffiliated Mennonites,” 

Both MCC and Mennonite World Conference have made a conscious 
attempt to regard the Mennonites within the AUCECB as fully part of that 
union. But North American Mennonites are concerned about the apparent 
tendency to force Mennonites and Pentecostals to be swallowed up by the 
Baptists. Mennonite trips to the Soviet Union, like Pentecostal trips, have 
usually been underplayed in contrast to visits by Baptists. At the 1974 
Congress, for example, Mennonite representative Peter Dyck’s words of 
nn eae cou omitted, whereas the Baptist statements were reported 

Official links with the CCECB have not been possible. At best, a letter 
of greeting at Christmas was dispatched but failed to be delivered oo time 
due to a misunderstanding. Mennonites have attempted to write articles 
about the CCECB in order to give their position a hearing and have sought 
to relate to them via the Soviet immigrants in West Germany. In recent 
meetings with Council of Religious Affairs representatives, they have ap- 
pealed for the release of prisoners as did the Baptists, A similar appeal - 
approved at the annual meeting of Mennonite Central Committee in 
January 1980, where Georgi Vins was a featured speaker. 


3. Pentecostals. Foreign Pentecostal links with the AUCECB have 
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had a similar second-rank status to that of the Mennonites. eich ae 
costal ties to the Soviet Union were initiated in 1967 when - os : re 
became a fraternal representative to Eastern Europe on. . a a 2 
American Assemblies of God. Makish, a former pastor in Wic a a 
began to visit the Soviet Union annually as well as acess 0 : 
other East European countries. The visits usually involved preacl ing ee 
concern to foster the moderate Pentecostal position characteristic o 
seats the AUCECB first attended a World ee Sp 
Pentecostals in 1970, the congress taking place in Dallas, — 
member delegation attended the world congress in London . oh . 
while several attended the subsequent congress in Vancouver, ana . : 
1979.78 The Pentecostal World Congress, like the Mennonite seat 
gathering for fellowship and nna and ao pti ga a 
i carry on programs. As in the case 
ipipleeteot hee Cc fies to the Pentecostal ees 
were always led by an AUCECB leader who was not a Pentecostal. ee 
The AUCEGB has also attempted to utilize the support . Pa 
Pentecostal bodies, particularly that of the American pean he 
order to put pressure on Soviet Pentecostals to support t . ; a 
Thomas Zimmerman, president of the world body, as well as a 
American Assemblies of God, personally visited the Soviet rose in a : 
Percy Brewster, a British pastor and secretary of the worl pele 
similar visit in 1977. It was a period when both the oe be = 
were urging local independent congregations to register an + oh 
asked for his advice. In a statement quoted by Bratskii Vestnik Bre 


stated: 


i ient to the laws of our own 

dless of where we live, we must be obedien grow 

pears The church should be registered. In England registration is ob 
ligatory. I cannot marry a couple unless I am registered. 


The statement sounded perfectly natural when applied ies ie 
context which he knew. But it was apparent that both he and is co sae 
Zimmerman before him were uninformed about the restrictive Laan 
registration in the Soviet Union. Although these men also ee en = : 
not in the union and enjoyed fellowship with them, the pu va mes ae ; 
seemed to be that all should join the Moscow union. On another point 
conflict with Pentecostals, Robert Makish on a visit in 1976 was quoted a 
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saying that foot washing should not be understood literally; it was expressed 
symbolically by serving your neighbor.® Foreign Pentecostals are not 
unaware, however, of the second-class status of Pentecostals in the union 
and would welcome more openness. 

The casual nature of Pentecostal relations to Soviet evangelicals is due 
to the fact that Pentecostals have a less developed organizational structure 
than do the Baptists, There are, therefore, a large number of Pentecostal in- 
dividuals who maintain close links with their fellow believers in the Soviet 
Union, including the AUCECB. Some well-known examples are’ Steve 
Durasoff of Oral Roberts University and Earl Poysti, the best loved of all 


radio preachers to Russia. A number of Pentecostalist missions have also 
developed active ties, 


4. Other Evangelical Bodies. The number of evangelical organizations 
that have been invited to visit the Soviet Union is too extensive to recount 
here. The AUCECB early developed unique relationships with Slavic- 
speaking unions of Baptists and Evangelical Christians abroad. For 
example, the Union of Ukrainian-Russian Baptists led by Oleg Harbuziuk 
became a supporter of the Initsiationiki and the AUCECB attacked them in 
print for making false charges of nationalist discrimination against 
Ukrainians.! AUCECB relations are much closer with the Slavic Evangel- 
ical Baptist Convention, led by Alex Leonovich, and the World Evangelical 
Christian Fellowship, led by John Sergei. 

The Moscow union has also been visited by a number of famous evan- 
gelicals. Billy Graham and Oral Roberts visited in 1959 and 1960 respec- 
tively, but did not have permission to speak, but when Bill Bright of 
Campus Crusade visited in 1977 this had changed.®? Quaker theologian 
Elton Trueblood, another well-known individual, completed a speaking 
tour. Since Billy Graham visited Poland in 1978, Soviet Baptists have been 
negotiating for permission to have him visit their country. 

Considering the extensive foreign travel of AUCECB leaders, it was 
notable that no representative participated at the World Congresses on 
Evangelism held in Berlin in 1966 and in Lausanne in 1974. This is espe- 
cially striking when we consider that evangelism is the major practical 
expression of being an evangelical. Nor does the AUCECB have ties with 
the National Association of Evangelicals in America or the Evangelical 
Alliance in Europe. These organizations appear to represent interests which 
Soviet authorities do not wish to encourage. The fact that the National 
Association of Evangelicals has regularly issued anti-communist resolutions 
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was a further barrier to relationships. Yet AUCECB representatives have 
regularly attended the annual meeting of the National Association of Re- 
ligious Broadcasters. The primary purpose appears to have been to make 
sure that these religious broadcasters would continue to avoid political 
references in radio programming to the Soviet Union. 


Conclusion: The Balance Sheet 

When Alexander Karev died, it was announced that he had made 39 
trips abroad in his lifetime. His successor, Alexei Bychkov, during the past 
ten years, has very likely surpassed that record already. He is only one of the 
Soviet Baptist leaders who are constantly traveling to different international 
meetings or making visits to local churches in some foreign country. In 1977 
alone, 72 foreign guests from more than 14 countries visited by special in- 
vitation of the AUCECB. The AUCECB representatives responded with 
visits, as well as attending many international conferences. During 1977 an 
average of four tourists a day visited the Moscow Baptist church, the total of 
1,223 recorded foreign guests came from 28 countries. More than 2,000 let- 
ters were received from abroad and several thousand were mailed abroad.* 

What has this all achieved? How much money has been spent? Was it 
worth the investment? 

Such questions are hard to answer but necessary to face. In 1979 some 
economies on foreign travel were introduced. Bychkov in his report to the 
presidium emphasized that with each passing year the influence and au- 
thority of the AUCECB is growing in the world Baptist brotherhood. 
Through their initiative, the BWA conducted conferences on theological 
subjects such as the charismatic movement. AUCECB influence was signifi- 
cant in getting BWA approval of the International Peace Conference held 
in Moscow in 1977. By AUCECB initiative, a resolution supporting the 
Helsinki Agreement was approved.® 

This emphasis on peace resolutions illustrates that the AUCECB was 
concerned to demonstrate success as a peace-making influence. It can be 
stated that although they made no major converts to Soviet peace policy, 
they also helped prevent any serious criticism of Russian foreign policy. 
Through their influence, the BWA and the WCC did not become leaders of 
public opinion to force changes toward greater liberty in the Soviet Union. 
Perhaps more significant than the attempt to prevent publicity for the 
CCECB, through their many visits abroad they at least managed to present 
their viewpoint of life in the Soviet Union, and they have won many friends 

and supporters. 
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In fact, compared with the Russian Orthodox, Baptist foreign relatio 
are vitally important as a protection against future elimination by the st . 
The extensive travels have guaranteed them a high visibility that m i d 
them in good stead when pressure is resumed. : en 
Through their foreign connections they have gained much in 
knowledge. They have developed experience in ecumenical dialo ue which 
has also led to closer ecumenical links with the Russian ithodes Church 
Where once Orthodox priests were responsible for sending Baptists t 
prison, they now share annual ecumenical services in the Moreen Be dit 
church and a Russian Orthodox clergyman shares chairmanship duties ith 
Bychkov on one of the WCC commissions. Through their many travel 
some of the leaders have gained a personal vision of world needs See 
_ _Whereas North American evangelicals spend large saris of mone 
visiting mission projects around the world, negotiating develo eae 
projects, and financing the shipping of relief, Soviet evangelicals have bee 
unable to contribute significantly. They have not been involved in rar 
mission, although there is a growing sense of mission responsibility to Soviet 
society.86 They have been prevented from contributing their goodwill 
meee oe funds for relief work in the Third World. Thus far ae ee 
ee any contribution that they have made to theological and biblical 
The AUCECB has also been able to utilize its wide contacts abroad j 
order to strengthen the significance of its union versus other Soviet evan I 
icals who have no foreign partners. True, they have helped other Souict 
evangelicals establish links with fellow believers abroad, but the tend : 
to absorb other evangelicals makes reliance on the AUCECB sewn: 
risky. These unaffiliated Soviet evangelicals have, however, recej ‘d 
considerable support from an astounding variety of mission or funienon. : 
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persecuted in our country for their religious convictions, but to our deep regret some 

brethren and sisters have been answerable for nonobservance of the laws on religion 
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mors confuse you.” A similar letter on 28 May 1978 to EBF leaders urged use of the 
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30. Miami Beach Views, June 29, 1965. The story has been repeated 
frequently in the Christian Beacon. 

31. BV, 3/69, p. 72. 
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ester. 
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ie Mi - ist group 
: MCC Exec. Sec. Orie Miller (1958), a four man touris 
i ian ives tourist group in 1966, a three-man tourist group a Ras Se 
a ‘part'of a joint Baptist delegation in 1970, a two-man touris gr : pin 
Usii ih na the Intourist sponsored trips, the AUCECB sent an pais e ae 501 
Vous eMeninonite seminar papers in abbreviated form were printed in BV, ; 


. 7-15. 
ve 73. EBPS, April 25, 1979. 


5 E Sienicee members were: Bernhard Sawadsky (Mennonite presbyter in 


i ite Brethren presbyter in 
ibi inrich Goertzen (independent Mennonite 
er ae rae (Presidium member), Traugott Kviring — oe i 
Cane asi) Michael Zhidkov (AUCECB vice-president), and Serge 
(translator). 


"7 BY. ait Ee aes Delegates were Peter K. Shatrov, G. T. Bulgakov 


"ki ina Ryndina (translator). 7 er 
ee Asus ieee Peter Shatrov, V. S. Glukhovskii (Deputy 
for Chontnch Bn Biles (Livny Oblast), A. N. Stoian, and Valentina Ryndina. (BV, 
1/77, pp. 17-20.) 

: 79. BV, 6/77, p. 21. 
80. BV, 6/76, p. 17. 
81. BV, ae p. on 
. BV, 4/78, p. 48. F 
s wee tee The Evangelicals, p. 312. 
84. BV, 4/78, pp. 42-43. 


86 he orca journal entitled Mission appeared in Samizdat in 


1978. It contained news on mission around the world. 





Remember those who are in prison, as though you were in 
prison with them. Remember those who are suffering, as 
though you were suffering as they are. 


~—Hebrews 13:3, GNB 


We put aside all secret and shameful deeds; we do not act 


with deceit, nor do we falsify the Word of God. In the full light 


of truth we live in God’s sight and try to commend ourselves 
to everyone's good conscience. ; 
—2 Corinthians 4:2, GNB 


14 “Anti-Soviet interference”: 
Assessment of East European 
Mission Societies 


He was the owner and operator of a Christian travel agency. He had 
conducted tours through Eastern Europe many times. This time the border 
crossing in Czechoslovakia took longer than usual. The suspicious guards fi- 
nally discovered the secret compartment in the bus containing nearly 3,000 
Bibles. Tour leader David Hathaway was arrested and sentenced to two 
years in prison. ! 

This incident is probably one of the most famous of many similar in- 
cidents, many of which remain unreported. The business of Bible-smug- 
gling continues, however, because apparently most of the smuggled Bibles 
are not discovered, Hathaway, for example, calculated that he had brought 
150,000 pieces of literature into Eastern Europe before he was stopped. 
Smuggling also continued because the appeals for Bibles continue, 

The Bible hunger is greater in the Soviet Union than in any other East 
European country.? This is because it is the largest country where evangel- 
icals in particular urgently appeal for the Book that is the basis of their 
movement. The Soviet Union has also been stricter than other countries in 
limiting the production and import of Bibles. They have permitted only a 
very limited amount to be printed or legally imported.3 Customs officials 
regularly insist that it is forbidden to bring Bibles as gifts. No published So- 
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viet legislation forbidding Bibles exists, but then, Soviet policy has never 
been that dependent on legislation. 

During the past decade the impact of Bible smuggling and other at- 
tempts to import religion have obviously caused the Soviet authorities great 
concern. In 1974, 200,000 copies of a book with the strange title Diversion 
Without Dynamite was published. A second expanded edition appeared in 
1976. This attacked a long list of missions to Eastern Europe and radio sta- 
tions. By means of religion these were trying “to impair and weaken the 
moral-political unity of our people, to undermine the power of the world so- 
cialist system.” Most of the religious centers, the writers claimed, were part 
of the anti-communist front that was trying to overthrow the Soviet system. 
But Leonid Brezhnev at the 25th Communist Party Congress had said that: 


In the struggle of two world views there can be no place for neutralism 
and compromise. Here the highest political vigilance is needed, active, 
effective and convincing propaganda work, while at the same time 
rebuffing harmful, ideological diversion.® 


Westerners appear unsure which propaganda to believe. Is there really an 
underground church? Should one smuggle Bibles? Do the underground 
missions help or hinder believers? 


Nature of Soviet Charges 

Soviet writers tend to regard any expression of criticism as anti-com- 
munist. The Diversion writers, A. Belov and A. Shilkin, developed a whole 
series of charges to illustrate that once the possibility of direct overthrow of 
the communist regime had passed, the opposition began to engage in 
psychological warfare which became ever more refined. The purpose of the 
psychological warfare was to change the thinking of Soviet citizens, to cast 
doubt on the communist world-view. Even détente, purely a tactic for the 
so-called doctrine of bridge building between imperialist and socialist coun- 
tries, was intended to contribute to the erosion of socialism. Religion would 
play a significant role in contemporary psychological warfare because it was 
the single ideology existing in the Soviet Union which was in opposition to 
Marxist-Leninist ideology. The introduction of religious literature was an 
elaborate camouflage for fostering anti-Soviet ideology. They hoped 
thereby to create disbelief among believers in Soviet legislation on religion 
and toward the policies of the Communist Party. The religious forces did so 
by falsifying the real conditions of religion in socialist countries. 
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These charges have been repeated regularly without any attempt to 
discuss whether in fact all religion was anti-socialist, whether all clergymen 
were anti-communist imperialists, etc. In contrast to East Germany, for 
example, there has been no acknowledgement of the great variety within 
Christianity in its attitudes toward society. A recent booklet did distinguish 
between constructive and reactionary religious organizations and indi- 
viduals who had involved themselves in the negotiations for the Helsinki 
Agreement. The Vatican had managed to get two of its three major 
concerns approved in the final Helsinki Declaration, but the writers of this 
brochure still insisted that the ultimate goal of these progressive Christians 
who worked for peace was to assure safer living conditions that would 
permit the church to expand its influence in East European countries, And 
the expansion of religion, regardless of protests to the contrary, meant op- 
position to communism.” 

Western observers, on the other hand, charged that the entire purpose 
of détente, including the Helsinki Agreement, were tactical maneuvers to 
facilitate increased communist propaganda in Western countries. 
Newsweek's Moscow correspondent said the Helsinki Agreement “has to be 
scored heavily as a one-sided Soviet success.” George W. Ball called it ‘“‘a 
Western defeat.’”’® While state authorities were signing friendly agreements 
with Western powers, Soviet newspapers and books were increasing their 
verbal attacks on capitalist imperialism and state administrators increased 
the pressure on religious dissidents. The volume of Samizdat listing viola- 
tions of human rights has expanded dramatically. Is this simply a propa- 
ganda contest with both sides engaging in fabricated charge and counter- 
charge? 

A growing number of research centers are helping turn the balance 
against Soviet propagandistic accusations. Their effectiveness is illustrated 
by books like Diversion, which warn against Western religious propaganda 
and attempt to include the research centers among the forces of anti-Soviet 
imperialism. But Soviet critics have not managed to produce persuasive evi- 
dence challenging the fundamental veracity of Western scholars, resorting 
instead to verbal abuse.° 


Research Centers Provide Facts 
Many mission agencies have employed individuals to “research” for 
them in order to make their work more effective. Only in a few cases was 
such research of a high quality. It usually focused on the specific program 
needs of the sponsoring agency. In recent years independent research insti- 
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’ tutions financed by voluntary donations have emerged, enabling trained 


scholars to pursue objective research and writing. Most of these scholars 
have a positive bias toward Christianity, but their research is characterized 
by adherence to accepted standards of scholarly objectivity. 

(a) Russia Cristiana (Via Martinengo. 16, 20139 Milan, Italy) was one of 
the first research centers, founded in 1960 near Milan, Italy. The work of 
such scholars as Pietro Modesto and Giovanni Codevilla are known interna- 
tionally. Russia Cristiana has developed a highly specialized library on So- 
viet atheism and has also published extensively on the Lithuanian 
Catholics. Since its journal (as well as a monthly Information Service) is 
printed in Italian, it is less widely read than it deserves. 

(b) YMCA Press (11, rue de la Montagne Sainte-Geneviéve, 75005 
Paris, France). This Russian Student Christian Movement began in the 
mid-twenties and with support from the American YMCA became the main 
publisher of emigré Russian writers such as Nikolai Berdiaev.!! Its journal 
Vesinik RSKhD continues a tradition of the pre-Revolutionary “fat” 
journals, Under the editorship of Nikita Struve this journal has become one 
of the most valued publications for the Orthodox intellectuals in the Soviet 
Union. Struve regularly published the writings of the Soviet intelligentsia 
which have been banned in the Soviet Union. For example, the YMCA 
press printed most of Solzhenitsyn's writings. With his book, Christians in 

Contemporary Russia, Nikita Struve presented one of the most detailed, 
dispassionate treatments of Russian Orthodoxy in the twentieth century. 

(c) Centre de Recherche et d Etude des Institutions Religieuses (1966- 
69). William C. Fletcher, an American specialist in Soviet studies, received 
financial support to establish a research center in Geneva, which focused on 
religion in all of Eastern Europe. He was assisted by a small staff while 
scholars from other institutions helped to maintain a bibliographical survey 
which was duplicated for circulation to a small readership.” Better known 
were Fletcher's own writings which appeared during this period in book 
form as well as two very important collections of essays.!? These were the 
results of study conferences which Fletcher had organized. When funding 
ceased Fletcher became head of Slavic studies at the University of Kansas 
while one of his associates, Michael Bourdeaux, managed to establish a 

similar center in London. 

(d) Religion in Communist-Dominated Areas (475 Riverside Drive, 
10027 New York). Paul Anderson had personally witnessed the Russian 
Revolution while working as secretary of the Russian Student Christian 
Movement. During the twenties and thirties he became one of the earliest 
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eats on Soviet religion while working closely with the Russian Student 
oe scree in Paris. In 1961 the National Council of Churches in 
asked him to provide them with a translati i ignifi 
ase ieaanitd slation service of significant 
gion in communist-dominated areas. This 

: translati 

ae prreace respected though its circulation remained small a 
coe a i ane When Anderson retired, the research center reorganized 
ee sae independent of the NCC but still closely associated with it 

aa os - as ye Anderson as editor of Religion in Communist. 

tated Areas (RCDA). This journal continu i 

| es to provide Engli 
translations of materials from Eastern Europe, although Hruby’s editoti ce 

ing betrays a more emotional anti-communism. a 

- Ae Keston College (Heathfield Road, Keston, Kent, England) 

: ‘ pa cee: together with Soviet experts Sir John Lawrence and 

: se away managed to organize the Centre for the Study of Religion 

ommunism in 1970. Initially this consisted of Bourdeaux and a 

ce but the institution grew, was renamed Keston College in 1978 

ces ge ey Bi nee significant and respected of the research if 
es. Michael Bourdeaux and his collea 
. gues have produced 

segs ae translations of Russian Samizdat. Bourdeaux’s aie 

€ regular information supplied by his institut ; 

; i e have done more th 
es else to clarify the situation of evangelicals in the Soviet Union. 
peer is = history and philosophy than on the present aharchs 

uation. The large research staff maintains files on irons inthe 
é t all religions in th 
Soviet eh and Eastern Europe. Since 1973 Keston College ee se a 
penis Z journal, Religion in Communist Lands, and a semiweekly Kes 
ews Service. Recently telex services were introd 
: uced, A sister organi- 
hoe eae a ie Study of Religion under Communism, was eae 
and is based in California, c/o O : 

, pen Doors. Keston’s most valuab] 
service for researchers is the-com i ibli ese 

I prehensive bibliograph igi 
mizdat which appears in the periodical, ie aria ada 
Pee seine ° ie 2ten Hse (Bergstrasse 6, CH-8702 Zollikon-Ziirich) 

er the founding of Keston College, Pfarrer E Vv ized 
a sister institute in Ktisnacht (Ziirich) Swi nce iar pena 

) Switzerland. Voss produced a j 
with the same name, and in 1977 i oe 
\ ; introduced an information servi i 
1s more extensive than the British one. It has taken a ah 
eer ie advocacy stance for human rights in general than is true of Kes- 

on College. Since 1978 the journal Glaube in der 2ten Welt has focused o 
special themes such as the issue on atheism cited above. ; 
(g) Other Institutions. Keston and G2W cooperated in 1976 with the 
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Inter-Academical Institute for Missiological and pe rNiag aS 
duce a publication on Retigious vil 
(Utrecht, Netherlands) to pro ay ak 
iet Union for the World Council of Churche . Dr. his 
ee has written numerous articles and books in Dutch on Caan 
two of which have been translated into English." The Evange . “mane 
of Germany maintains a research department producing = i is : y 
responsible Ostkirchliche a aie ™ paar ee ae = 
iti i onsore' 
ions for the British Council of Chure es sp 

are of Trevor Beeson’s book Discretion and Valour in 1974. It 
remains the best overall survey on religion in Eastern Europe. 


Research Results a 
e close of this decade, Western public opinion 


Without question, at th n Eastern 


has become much more acres about sae aaah e pe 
i ion. The news serv 
aah ee oe in the secular and religious press. ie 
ep intpiation will appear a week or two later than the hot news aie 
by Western correspondents on the scene, but their. reporting Ha me 
tains more background data. Both institutions attempt to = oe 
Sen with more than one source, atheist and religious. In a ; 


the volume of Samizdat materials that has been published or summarized in 


fs ate = 
translation has become so extensive that the oe ae Aa ea 
i i ing. Soviet charges of falst 
ion has now received a wide hearing ( 

ee ae been proved to be untrue. Keston s reputation elas 

probably explains why Belov and Shilkin repeat their attacks on Bour 

s times throughout the book. 

eee The most significant influence of the research centers is less on ae 
i has been on the church agencies and East cu 
lied heavily on the research centers for their in- 
the nature of their response to the task they 


opinion in general than it 
ropean missions who have re 
formation. It has influenced 
have assigned themselves. 


The East European Missions . 
Mission work to Russia and other East saltaet eee oe st 
ignificantly influence - 
in the 19th century and had significan 
oe evangelicals.5 Swedish Lutherans and representatives i 
ieangeleal Alliance formed a missions committee in 1903 for wor 


c countries. In 1947 it was renamed the Slaviska Missionen and main- 


Slavi resent. It has sponsored evan- 


tains a major East European program at p 
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gelization through its own missionaries and literature, as well as the support 
of Russian preachers and their education. One of its missionaries, Johannes 
Svensson, translated a Bible dictionary into Russian which was finally 
published in 1969. The Deutsche Orient Mission, founded in 1897 by 
Johannes Lepsius, supported Walter Jack, a Reformed theologian, in start- 
ing a seminary in Astrakhan. The school was closed in 1911 but Jack 
remained in Russia, working closely in tent evangelization with a Russian 
Mennonite, Jacob Kroeker, and others. After World War I, these two men 
found themselves in Germany working among Russian prisoners of war who 
begged for help in studying the Bible. A Bible school established in 
Wernigerode in 1920 became the founding date for the mission Licht im 
Osten. 6 : 

During the 1920s I. S. Prokhanov also attempted to launch an interna- 
tional Evangelical Christian Union whose major task would be the evan- 
gelization of Slavic-speaking peoples.!7 An immigrant from Belorussia, 
Peter Deyneka, traveled throughout America with Prokhanov in 1926 to 
raise funds for the Bibles that were printed in Leningrad that year. Deyneka 
made several visits to the Soviet Union and in 1934 formally established the 
faith mission, Slavic Gospel Association. "8 

After World War II, these three missions, Slaviska Missionen, Licht im 
Osten, and Slavic Gospel Association, attempted to establish contact with 
believers in the Soviet Union but with great difficulty. Much of their work 
therefore focused on other East European countries, on Slavic-speaking 
refugees in Western Europe, while Slavic Gospel Association expanded its 
ministry with Russian immigrants, even beginning a Russian Bible Institute 
in Argentina. Gradually these missions were able to establish letter contacts 
with believers in the Soviet Union and by the mid-fifties were able to dis- 
patch Bibles to the Soviet Union by a variety of means. Some, for example, 
were mailed to China and then on to the Soviet Union. In the late fifties 
international tourism to the Soviet Union began, and this became a new op- 
portunity to respond to the tremendous Bible hunger that was apparent. By 
that time, these missions had also entered into cooperative arrangements 
with believers in other East European countries, who were able to travel 

more freely into the Soviet Union than they were, 

During the late fifties and early sixties Bible work in Eastern Europe 
was primarily the domain of individual enterprise. A young Dutchman, 
who identified himself quite simply as Brother Andrew, made numerous 
trips to Eastern Europe, attending socialist youth conferences, for example, 
in order to present a Christian witness there.!9 His ministry, as he described 
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it later, was accompanied by fantastic adventures and miraculous divine 
leading. Without Brother Andrew making any publicity, concerned anony- 
mous donors regularly supplied him with precisely the amount of money he 
needed for the next undertaking. Many concerned Christians were engaged 
in such private mission enterprises, devoting their vacation time and money 
to such a trip while combining this with other mission work in Western 
Europe for which they were receiving financial support. Brother Andrew 
eventually became too well known at border crossings, but he aampee 
organized a small mission entitled Open Doors. Soon this mission an 
others like it had grown into professionalized organizations. 

The largest mission to Eastern Europe, Underground Evangelism, has 
provided the generic name for all such undertakings. Underground Evan- 
gelism began in 1960 after a young Pentecostal missionary, L. Joe Bass, 
made a trip to Yugoslavia and became concerned about the needs of ee 
European Christians. Bass organized a small mission which he and his wife 
struggled to keep alive until they had a godsend. In 1965 two missions in 
Sweden obtained the deportation of Pastor Richard Wurmbrand and his 
family for a good-sized ransom.”° Richard Wurmbrand had been in prison 
as a preacher in Romania. He reported his experiences to the American 
Senate, took off his shirt to show the scars from torture, and made 
headlines. Joe Bass persuaded Wurmbrand to join his mission, a shrewd fi- 
nancial move. Within a year the organization became too small for both 
men and Wurmbrand set up his own work a few blocks away in Glendale, 
California. Richard Wurmbrand’s mission, named Jesus Christ to the Com- 
munist World, quickly became Underground Evangelism’s major competi- 
tor. Both published gruesome pictures of torture, of secret church meetings 
in the forest or elsewhere underground, plus glaring headlines. Wurm- 
brand’s paper was called The Voice of the Martyrs. . 

Also in 1967, Brother Andrew’s story was printed under the headline- 
catching title God's Smuggler. The book has circulated widely and 
contributed to the dramatic upsurge in interest in East European missions. 
Richard Wurmbrand became a prolific writer; his best-known book, Tor- 
tured for Christ, appeared in many languages. Other stars were aoe 
by Underground Evangelism. Best known were Haralan Popov (Torture 
for His Faith) and Sergei Kourdakov (Forgive Me, Natasha). 


Patterns of Ministry and Organization * 
Soon a developing pattern of ministry emerged. The primary activity 
described in the publicity (even if it seldom became the largest budget 
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item) was Bible smuggling. Missions competed in claiming high rates of 
achievement, but often the high figures included all pieces of literature 
printed which included small tracts. Bible smuggling began by simply tak- 
ing a carton or two of Christian literature in an automobile and hoping that 
the border authorities would not check the luggage. That is still standard 
procedure in many East European countries, but in the Soviet Union cus- 
toms officials are more thorough. Mission societies have therefore been 
forced to become more creative in their methods, Diversion prints a picture 
of the dismantled door panel from an automobile, behind which literature 
had been hidden. Many other compartments of vehicles are used and the 
larger missions rely on specially built vehicles, For a while some missions 
were able to bribe Soviet sailors to take in quantities of literature. Other 
techniques have primarily publicity value. For many years the Wurmbrand 
mission has been distributing small plastic bags containing a gospel tract, a 
stick of chewing gum as greetings from America, and a drinking straw to 
make the plastic bag buoyant on the water. In one publicity stunt, a single- 
engine airplane flew across the Bering Strait toward some of the outlying is- 
lands belonging to the Soviet Union and dropped these gospel bags into the 
water. 

It is obviously impossible to obtain an accurate assessment of how 
much literature has been introduced into the Soviet Union by non-legal 
means. Belov and Shilkin complained that customs officials were finding 
such contraband every day.?! On the basis of confidential information sup- 
plied to me and some well-informed estimates, I concluded that by 1974 ap- 
proximately 1.8 million pieces of Bibles, New Testaments, or Gospels have 
been imported into the Soviet Union by non-legal means.” Since then, that 
amount may well have doubled. 

Another program that involved fifteen to twenty percent of the budget 
was financial support for underground pastors and the families of prisoners. 
One mission, a spin-off of Underground Evangelism, called Frontline 
Fellowship, devotes its entire ministry to raising monthly financial support 
for pastors in Eastern Europe, 

Many missions contribute directly or indirectly to radio ministries, 
That is, their own staff members or associates prepare and present radio 
programs or their agency underwrites the radio costs. The best-known radio 
Stations broadcasting gospel programs on shortwave are Trans World Radio 
(TWR, Monte Carlo), Far Eastern Broadcasting Company (FEBC), and the 
Voice of the Andes (HCJB Ecuador). For the larger missions, radio 
broadcasting involves between five and ten percent of the budget. Others, 
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such as Russia for Christ, are devoted almost exclusively to radio work.™ 
These three activities (literature, financial support, and radio) constitute the 
programs of the larger East European missions. The remainder of their 
funds are devoted to administration, fund-raising, and other ministries in 
the West. An older mission such as Slavic Gospel Association has also de- 
voted considerable effort to providing resource personnel in children and 
youth camps but this type of activity is not possible in the Soviet Union. 
Both Underground Evangelism and the Wurmbrand mission devote 
extensive funds to the preparation and showing of films and the distribution 
of publicity. Both of them argue that this, too, is mission because they are 
trying to raise the consciousness of Western Christendom to support 
persecuted believers under communism. The Wurmbrand mission lists four 
main goals, two of which are “to bring to Christ leftists and communists in 
the free world, and to warn Christians in the West of the dangers of com- 


munism by informing them about the atrocities committed against our . 


brethren in faith in the communist countries.”25 Instead of this latter goal, 
Underground Evangelism purposed “to strengthen the spiritual life of 
Christians of the free world.’ 

Underground Evangelism also articulated a fifth purpose: “to assist in 
the release of Christians in prison for their faith.” Several years after David 
Hathaway was released from prison, he became the head of Christian 
Prisoners Release International, an independent organization financially 
underwritten by Underground Evangelism. The organization spent thou- 
sands of dollars organizing simultaneous demonstrations on May 8, 1976 in 
many cities on behalf of Georgi Vins. Since then that organization has been 
less prominent and its leader was dismissed for morality reasons. Some suc- 
cess was possible in helping Romanian evangelical prisoners. 

The East European missions have developed similar structural pat- 
terns. Most of them are voluntary societies, therefore interdenominational. 
The board of directors, usually small and self-perpetuating, makes decisions 
to be executed by the salaried staff. A larger body of advisers are there pri- 
marily to indicate patronage. Underground Evangelism has a policy-mak- 
ing board of directors controlled and directed by Joe Bass, founder and 
president. A six-member international committee, which is the chief policy- 
making and budget-setting body, includes only persons directly employed 
by the organization.?” 

Because in such a ministry the lives of Christians in Eastern Europe 
could be put in danger by too much publicity, Eastern European missions 
have surrounded themselves with an aura of secrecy. Of the large missions, 
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the most secretive is probably Open Doors International (Brother Andrew) 
whose offices are scattered in several villages in Holland, and telephone 
numbers are hard to obtain. Each mission maintains its operating secrets 

and will only describe a specific Bible-smuggling technique after it has been 

exposed, This concern for secrecy is understandable but provides tempta- 

tion for gross abuse. State law requires minimum financial reporting, and 

since most missions are voluntary societies, they can afford to report overall 

expense with little detail. 

Another complicating feature in obtaining an overview of East Eu- 
ropean missions is the fact that they have tended to proliferate at a disturb- 
ing pace. A number of ex-Underground Evangelism workers started their 
own missions.”* Most of the larger missions opened branch offices in other 
countries which sometimes resulted in complicated organizational in- 
terlinkage. The Wurmbrand missions, for example, have a great degree of 
local independence, whereas Underground Evangelism International is 
highly centralized; national branches perform primarily a fund-raising 
function. Most of the smaller missions involve only one or two persons. 
The longer-established missions such as Licht im Osten, Slaviska Missionen 
and Slavic Gospel Association, with budgets hovering around half a million 
dollars, are direct contact missions. Other missions are non-direct contact 
missions, which means that they pass their resources on to a second or third 
agency before it reaches the final recipient. Although Underground Evan- 
gelism has a staff totaling 500 persons,°° it now provides a mixture of direct 
contact services and indirect aid, but the latter is particularly true in its rela- 
tionship to the Soviet Union. | 

Generally speaking, medium-sized and larger missions maintain only a 
small full-time staff of missionaries plus administrative personnel Much of 
the actual program outreach is done through voluntary labor, including the 
use of couriers during the summer tourist season. The majority of the 
couriers are college students interested in gaining experience with adven- 
ture, very few of them having had East European training or language . 
ability. A continuing weakness in this staff structure has been the superficial 
preparation and briefing of the couriers. Slavic Gospel Association launched 
an Institute of Slavic Studies in order to produce more missionaries who 

would have up to two years of study of Slavic culture and society, 3! 

The fund-raising techniques are those common in voluntary societies 
or faith missions, Open Doors and other medium-sized missions rely ona 
growing core of regular contributors who receive the organization's regular 
reports, Underground Evangelism and Wurmbrand have become most 
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prominent because of their fund-raising. The Wurmbrand organization 
sends a monthly magazine on glossy paper which is distributed free in large 
quantities. Richard Wurmbrand is constantly on the road, speaking at large 
fund-raising rallies. The organization also derives income from the sale of 
the many books and brochures authored by Wurmbrand, his wife and son. 
Underground Evangelism is the most professional as fund-raiser, having in- 
stalled its own computer. The address lists are regularly revised in order to 
limit free distribution of the glossy magazine and other mailings to 
contributors. Larger contributors receive personalized replies prepared by 
electronic typewriters. Each national branch of Underground Evangelism 
has a net of agents who solicit film showings. At these film. showings the dis- 
tributor collects: more addresses and takes a collection, being reimbursed 
himself on a commission basis. Both Underground Evangelism and 
Wurmbrand find fund-raising and administrative overhead expensive. 
Underground Evangelism, for example, spent 18.5 percent of its $8.1 
million received in 1977 on administration and 15 percent on fund-raising.** 
During the same year Wurmbrand received $5.9 million, of which 21 
percent was spent on administration, 21 percent on postage, freight, and 
publicity.3 Other administrators of church agencies consider an overhead 
of more than 30 percent too high. Underground Evangelism officials claim 
to be introducing more efficiency, but the affluent style of its leadership 
remains a point of incongruity. 


Evaluation of East European Missions 

Soviet authorities do not like the East European missions. That 
probably indicates that they have had considerable success in attaining their 
goals, East European missions are an obvious factor in helping account for 
present growth, especially among evangelicals. (I have focused in this 
chapter on the evangelically oriented missions which dominate the field in 
any case.) Flattering as the Soviet attack may seem, it cannot be dismissed 
with equal equanimity by all missions. General criticism of the specific 
missions included above is no secret to the Soviets; Izvestiia recently drew 
attention to the financial scandal involving Wurmbrand and Underground 
Evangelism.™ Instead of rating each mission separately, | propose to discuss 
a number of issues from the perspective of modern missiology.® 


1. A Smuggling Ethic. In the spring of 1973 the United Bible Society’s 
European Regional Committee made the following resolution: 








Assessment of East European Mission Societies 401 


The committee emphasizes that all support given to the work by UBS 
member Bible societies is provided through legal channels. The commit- 
tee wishes to place on record its dissociation from Bible work done by 
illegal means, Furthermore, the committee dissociates itself from any 
Scripture distribution linked with political propaganda. 


This statement was subsequently quoted with commendation by AUCECB 
general secretary Alexei Bychkov.*7 He was able to report in 1978 that the 
United Bible Societies now had a working relationship with them; two 
representatives attended an EBF seminar in Moscow in March 1979, The 
first pay-off for this announced policy of importing Bibles by strictly legal 
means was the 25,000 Bibles that were imported in December 1978. 

East European mission leaders understand the UBS declaration as a re- 
jection of their own work and expressed their resentment in public. Under- 
ground Evangelism, for example, responded to claims of a Bible 
breakthrough in 1978 in the Soviet Union by quoting CCECB sources that 
the latter were unaware of any Bibles brought into the country officially. 
Underground Evangelism discussed the subject at length and concluded by 
dismissing the claims about official permission, regular supplies of Bibles, as 
“religious fairy tales,’’38 

Following the importation of 25,000 Bibles in December 1978, the first ~ 
such official importation since 1945, BWA officials responded with under- 
standable joy but unnecessary hyperbole. General Secretary Robert Denny, 
for example, advised his members: “Forget what you read about necessity 
for underground evangelism; we now have opportunity for above-ground 
evangelism in Eastern Europe.”® Then he went on to claim that: “There is 
no need to smuggle Bibles into Eastern Europe ... our problem is to find 
money to pay for those that we have permission to import.” Had Denny 
restricted his remarks to Poland or the DDR, which are relatively well sup- 
plied with Bibles, his statement would be acceptable, but a total of 405,000 
Bibles and New Testaments which have been printed officially or imported 
legally since the war scarcely begins to meet the demand of at least 50 
million believers. What becomes apparent is that both smugglers and legal 
importers are desperately competing for limited financial resources. 

This competition must be kept in mind when examining the ethics of 
smuggling. Opponents of smuggling argue that smuggling is usually under- 
stood as a criminal activity, and when such smugglers are discovered, 
atheist opponents of the church gain new ammunition for their war against 
religion. Advocates of smuggling insist that there is a battle in progress 
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between good and evil and that the forces of good must employ all their 
weapons, including the weapon of deception in order to win. The primary 
passage of Scripture cited on behalf of smuggling is Acts 5:29: “We must 
obey God, not men” (GNB). 

Bratskii Vestnik may be unable to print this verse on the pages of its 
journal, but the validity of this injunction is accepted by both smugglers 
and their opponents. What is meant by obeying God rather than men? 

Brother Andrew recently published a book called The Ethics of Smug- 
gling in which he used the image of warfare, whereby the enemy naturally 
obstructs’ the road (forbids Bibles) and it is the task of a good Christian 
soldier to overrun the position (bring the Bibles through anyway).4° Few 
Christians would argue the emphasis that when it is a simple matter of 
preaching or not preaching the Word,. Christ's Great Commission comes 
first, at least in the long run. But how does one proceed? Can a Christian 
tell-a lie, use elaborate means of deception in order to achieve a good end? 
Is God, who is fully in charge of the world, dependent on evil means to do 
good? To this, Brother Andrew replied that “concealment is not lying, you 
must be careful to guard the distinction between partial truth and un- 
truth.”4! Then he went on: 


It’s not telling a lie if I hide the truth from people who have utterly for- 
feited the right to know the truth. If I stand at the communist border 
and have my car loaded with Scriptures, then I am under no obligation 
whatsoever to tell them the truth, because they are in the service of the 
Devil.” 


Brother Andrew. claimed that he himself did not tell a lie. Instead, he said 
that when he traveled through a communist country, “I pray mighty hard 
that I don’t have to tell the truth either, and this way we manage!’ 
Perhaps Brother Andrew is personally able to maintain this fine distinction 
but the reports about how couriers actually conduct themselves makes the 
distinction between withholding the truth and lying quite fuzzy. 

Richard Wurmbrand, on the other hand, has taken the most forthright 
stance in favor of smuggling, regularly protesting about the niggling on 
ethical fine points. To such a person he offers his own brand of logic: “If de- 
ceit is wrong, to use a photograph smuggled out through deceit would be 
wrong too in this case.’’44 Wurmbrand’s own ethic is expressed in the 
following sentence: “To keep my own person ‘unstained’ and not to ‘smug- 
gle’ Bibles does not apply to this case when a whole people remain 
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otherwise without the knowledge of Christ.’ Because the Soviet au- 
thorities prevent their own people from having access to the Bible, ‘ “they 
oblige me to smuggle. The sin is theirs.’’46 

Generally speaking, there are very few mission organizations prepared 
to follow a policy of complete openness; they feel it is not practicable. In the 
end the debate over the ethics of smuggling boils down to the clash 
between American pragmatism and a New Testament ethic that proclaims: 
“We do not act with deceit’ (2 Cor. 4:2, GNB). 

The debate about smuggling has pushed into the background an issue 
which is at present more vital. How are the existing Bibles distributed? In 
the Soviet Union, as elsewhere, the evangelicals have received a dispropor- 
tionate number of Bibles. That is understandable, given their biblicism, but 
it is also due to the fact that the evangelically oriented East European 
missions have been partisan. That, too, is understandable, but a rethinking 
of the policy seems called for. Missions claim to lack contact with non-evan- 
gelicals but that-can be rectified with effort. Broader distribution would also 
be achieved if there would be less reliance on linguistically limited couriers 
who simply follow a drop-and-run technique, overload their handful of East 
European contacts with unwanted Bibles, and do not share in planned dis- 
tribution. 


2. Dependency. It has become customary for Western Christians to 
bring presents when they visit Eastern Europe. Besides Bibles, this may in- 
clude small trinkets, cassette recordings, or even tape recorders. Russian 
Christians have discovered that a foreign friend can help them to be better 
dressed and to enjoy other simple pleasures which are denied to other So- 
viet citizens who have no foreign contacts. Some sensitive persons on both 
sides have begun to wonder whether this is the best way to build rela- 
tionships. Perhaps it is at least less demeaning than one occasion where an 
East European missionary had the address of only one contact who turned 
out to be an 80-year-old man sick in bed. But in spite of this, the courier 
stuffed $10,000 in local bills under the man’s mattress when the rest of the 
family momentarily left the room, and by means of sign language tried to 
communicate it was a gift from America. The missionary was able to report 
that $10,000 had been given to needy Christians behind the Iron Curtain!47 

Such incidents, which are embarrassingly numerous, can be 
eliminated by improving the quality of the missionary, but there is a much 
more basic problem in the relationship with East European missions to the 
Soviet Union. Those missions that are supporting needy pastors financially 
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usually send the contribution to the individual directly. Sometimes such an 
individual is in conflict with his own church union because the latter is 
afraid to stand up to state authorities. In the Soviet Union such an indi- 
vidual can choose between competing unions, either AUCECB or CCECB, 
But since he can get highly desired Western money from his mission sup- 
porters directly, the pastor can afford to ignore the church union and 
proceed to build his own independent church. That was identified as mis- 
taken mission policy when applied to Africa or India. Now one expects that 
mission agencies will strive to cooperate with the local church, will consult 
together on policy so that in the end organized indigenous churches inde- 
pendent of the mother mission would emerge. 

A mission such as Licht im Osten or Slavic Gospel Association has con- 
sciously restricted its goals, seeing itself as facilitator and resource for 
mission work done by Soviet Christians themselves. Although many other 
missions claim similar goals, the working policies of both Underground 
Evangelism and the Wurmbrand mission fit the image of 19th-century 
mission imperialism. 


3, Leadership Responsibility. Back in 1945 the editors of Bratskii 
Vestnik acknowledged that they had been unable to establish communica- 
tion with many of the churches. That has improved since then, but in com- 
parison with the West, Soviet evangelical congregations are quite isolated. 
The central leadership has not visited every church nor apparently does 
Bratskii Vestnik manage to visit every church. Even so, a guest sermon once 
a year or eighty pages of religious reading material every second month is 


rather minimal outside stimulation. The other source of external stimulation ~ 


is religious radio broadcasting or the visits of foreigners (in the big cities). 
During the past five years there has been growing awareness of the 
fact that the radio broadcasts have been serving a leadership function for 
Soviet evangelicals. The striking feature in this awareness is the degree to 
which radio broadcasters themselves underestimated their influence. 
Evangelical radio broadcasting to the Soviet Union consists primarily of 
evangelistic preaching and a teaching of those doctrines that can easily be 
taught on an interdenominational basis. Most radio preachers have avoided 
the subject of ecclesiology in order not to sound denominational. And yet 
the most prominent problem among Soviet evangelicals is their argumenta- 
tion on what it means to be the church. Few of them would like a radio 
preacher to give them specific advice on whether to join the AUCECB or 
CCEGB, but most of them would appreciate hearing factual presentations 
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on the nature of the conflict as seen from an outside perspective. Even 
more, Soviet evangelicals have been asking for more information about 
church history, church doctrine, conflict resolution from a Christian 


_ perspective, and a host of other topics where they sense a vacuum. In short, 


they are expecting radio broadcasters to ,exercise responsible leadership 
which means that the quality of radio speakers must be high. Most radio 
preachers demonstrate great dedication and self-sacrifice but the majority 
of them are primarily evangelists. There is a search underway for more 
diversified talent. 

Even on the subject of radio evangelism, there has been considerable 
criticism. Soviet listeners complain that they find a typical evangelical 
radio sermon incomprehensible because of the heavy reliance on religious 
clichés. Others are urging a more conscious audience selection. For 
example, program content and style would be different a) for believers, b) 
for those persons who were seeking faith, or c) for those who need some- 
thing to stop them in their tracks and start them thinking. 

Aside from the creativity demanded from such diversified program- 
ming, such changed programming involves a further problem. The stan- 
dard image of a Soviet evangelical is someone who likes gospel songs or 
hymns, observes a sober dress code, and is not culturally hip. Would re- 
ligious folk music or pop music or a program reviewing the arts from a 
Christian perspective be an embarrassment to Soviet evangelicals? Would 
converts from such programs, responding to such images, fit into a local 
evangelical congregation? Whether these broadcasters will exercise their de 
facto leadership sensitively remains a question. 


4, Political Attitudes. The Richard Wurmbrand mission is an anti- 
communist mission. It is as much committed to the overthrow of commu- 
nism as to helping believers in communist societies. In Richard Wurm- 
brand’s world-view, a Christian must oppose communism, which logically 
means that Soviet Christians must be anti-communist, perhaps also un- 
patriotic. Brother Andrew is not as outspokenly political in his rhetoric, but 
he constantly emphasizes that there is an intense spiritual struggle going on 
between the spiritual forces of light and darkness, with communism being 
the force of darkness.*° The Wurmbrand position confirms the charges So- 
viet writers such as Belov and Shilkin make that religion is the servant of 
reactionary capitalism. 


In Wurmbrand’s world-view, genuine Christians in the Soviet Union 
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can only be those who are suffering. Those who are not apparently suffering 
such as the AUCECB leadership must obviously be tools of the political 
police. Wurmbrand is not particularly concerned if his public pronounce- 
ments will result in increased pressure on Soviet Christians. That, after all, 
gives them an opportunity to witness to their faith. 


5. Fund-Raising and Image-Building in the West. At present there is 
intense competition between East European organizations as well as com- 
petition with faith missions generally for the financial donations from 
Western Christians. It is a market situation, where the organization which 
can package its wares most attractively receives the most money. Thus there 
is an in-built motivation to highlight persecution in the Soviet Union and to 
dramatize the way the mission is helping. As a general rule, the less a 
mission publicizes its program and achievements, the more effective its 
work will be in the long run. That is one problem where a relationship of 
trust between organization and its constituency of supporters would be very 
helpful. 

The other problem is the black-and-white image that has developed 
about life iri the Soviet Union. Wurmbrand in particular insists that in a 
battle situation one can have only friends and enemies and therefore one 
plays into the enemy’s hands if one acknowledges complex nuances, draws 
attention to gray areas. This mentality therefore enables him to falsify data 
in order to make his point come across more strongly. After all, the com- 
munists also falsify the data. 

The reason why I am relying so heavily on Wurmbrand for illustrative 
material is that his writings are predominant in the religious bookstores of 
America and Europe, which means that the majority of concerned Chris- 
tians have formed their image of Christians in the Soviet Union through his 
influence and distortions. Courageous bookstore owners could counter this 
by giving the more balanced and responsible literature greater prominence 
on their shelves even if this reduces sales volume. 

A further disturbing feature is the Wurmbrand tendency to dismiss all 
criticism as communist provocation. Regularly his journal prints abusive re- 
marks about other churchmen who have criticized him. Paul Hanson, Eu- 
ropean Secretary of the Lutheran World Federation, who advised Chris- 
tians against supporting the mission smugglers, was threatened with slander 
charges. Robert Denny of the Baptist World Alliance was described as a 
“church leader unstable in faith.” Billy Graham was attacked for claiming 
full religious freedom in Poland, which is not exactly what Graham said.5! 
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6. Scandal, Without question, what has brought East European 
missions into disrepute generally has been their scandalous behavior to each 
other.. Not all the missions charge their competitors with personal ag- 
grandizement, with being duped by the communists, or simply engaging in 
personal slander. But the conflicts between Underground Evangelism and a 
number of workers who left that mission to found competing agencies, 
especially Richard Wurmbrand and Haralan Popov, have circulated widely 
enough to damage the reputation of other missions.®? This is most un- 
fortunate. In March 1977 Underground Evangelism and Jesus to the Com- 
munist World (Wurmbrand) became involved in a bitter, multi-million- 
dollar defamation suit.58 

In September 1976 Richard Wurmbrand’s son Michael (age 40), who 
became general director of the mission, traveled to Switzerland in order to 
speak to Underground Evangelism Board chairman Hans-Jurg Sttickel- 
berger in order to warn him of serious developments within the Under- 
ground Evangelism (UE) organization that Wurmbrand felt threatened the 
work of all missions in Eastern Europe.. Michael Wurmbrand informed 
Stiickelberger about information that he had received that UE president L. 
Joe Bass and his associate Stefan Bankov had taken part in sex orgies; that 
Bass had raped Bankov’s teenage daughter, Filka, and had threatened to 
import a sharpshooter from Europe to kill her if she did not remain quiet; 
that Bankov’s claims that pastoral work in Bulgaria were falsified; and that 
Bankov had referred to Joe Bass as.a gangster and mafioso. As a result, Bass 
and Bankov filed defamation suits, seeking undetermined compensatory 
damages, plus $1.5 million in punitive damages. Richard Wurmbrand, who 
had retired as general director earlier (but he still dominates the content of 
the journal), also resigned from the board of his mission, arguing that Chris- 
tians should not go to court with each other. Michael Wurmbrand and the 
mission board, however, decided to file a counter-suit in November 1977, 
also alleging defamation and asking for $4 million in damages. 

Actually, responding to criticism by threatening court action had. al- 
ready become established procedure but this time the stakes were higher. 
In September 1978 Bass published a very striking 14-page booklet entitled 
“Conspiracy” which reported a “Plan to Destroy Underground Evangelism 

_.. Involving an Agency of Communist Bulgaria, Its Moscow-Trained Of- 
ficials and Others.” On the basis of a scrap of paper containing some scrawl- 
ings by Michael Wurmbrand, Bass developed a conspiracy theory involving 
a variety of Bulgarian Orthodox officials, some of whom had been trained in 
Moscow. These, he said, were cooperating with several Bulgarian evangel- 
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icals living in California, including Michael Wurmbrand as chief tool of the 
communists. As Robert Kelly, a UE executive, explained in a cover letter, 
their organization regretted the necessity of publishing this material, but: 
“We trust you will recognize, however, that the facts so clearly outlined in 
these documents would never, and could never, have been revealed except 
by availing ourselves of the fair and impartial procedures of our American 
judicial system.” Among other things, the documentation claimed that key 
witnesses, including Filka Bankov, had been brainwashed by Michael 
Wurmbrand, and at a subsequent legal deposition, Filka Bankov reversed 
much of her testimony. 

Not to be outdone, Michael and Richard Wurmbrand responded in 
December 1978 with a 78-page booklet entitled ““The Evidence Against Joe 
Bass, Stefan Bankov and Underground Evangelism.” On page one was a 
photocopy of Joe Bass’s arrest record of 1959.54 This book provided a 
résumé of witnesses’ depositions plus photocopies of major depositions 
including a love letter from David Hathaway to Mrs. Lois Bass, wife of Joe 
Bass, written on Christian Prisoners Release International stationery, and 
the transcript of an interview with Filka Bankov by a California journalist. 
The latter two were filled with salacious tidbits. The booklet also contained 
photocopies of UE publications, especially photographs, to demonstrate 
regular falsification of information and the curious tendency to black out 
the faces of some individuals leading underground activity in order to 
protect their identity, having printed the full face a month previously. UE 
responded with its own evidence to show that Wurmbrand printed pictures 
such as a photo of children in a communist prison which turned out to be a 
prize photo in a Dutch swimming contest. In January 1979 Bass released 
“Conspiracy Part II.” 

As the writer for Christianity Today concluded: “Despite their 
volume, however, the conflicting accounts generate more questions than 
answers.” What the massive documentation has also demonstrated is that 
regardless whether the specific charges against UE are proven, it is evident 
that both missions have systematically engaged in dishonest practices, and 
in their conduct of the case fail to demonstrate the qualities one would ex- 
pect of Christian leaders who together were responsible for dispensing $13.3 
million in 1977. 

The final installment to the scandal story was supposed to be a state- 
ment released by Underground Evangelism on July 3, 1979, announcing an 
out-of-court settlement. Both sides had signed a statement declaring their 
mutual accusations to be “groundless.”’55 Major newspapers carried the an- 
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nouncement, since they had started covering the story months earlier, and it 
sounded as if “these men can now continue their work for Christ unham- 
pered,” to quote the UE International Committee statement. 

That was not to be the end. Underground Evangelism in circulating 
the announcement of settlement, added a brief statement that ‘Mihai 
Wurmbrand broke the agreement by making oral statements to a religious 
publication.” UE therefore felt free to publish the signed “Acknowledg- 
ment” and added a lengthy commentary. In this they claimed that Wurm- 
brand had acknowledged each of a detailed list of twelve charges “‘to be un- 
true,” whereas UE had only acknowledged as untrue four items, explaining 
that since the Wurmbrands had dropped their charges against the 
“Conspiracy” report and “The Record of Richard Wurmbrand” earlier, the 
content of these documents had not been disavowed by UE. In response, 
the International Committee of Jesus to the Communist World issued its 
own disclaimer on August 22, 1979. Richard Wurmbrand, they said, acted 
independently without the approval of the board who opposed the terms of 
settlement. The letter argued that “the question of guilt would have been 
settled by the voluminous evidence presented to the court by witnesses,” 
An attached personal statement from Richard Wurmbrand explained why 
the settlement became possible but failed to put the questions to. rest. 
Wurmbrand stated: 


[had declared before the judge that as Christ has taken upon Himself all 
my sins and declared me just, so I am ready to take upon myself the 
responsibility of all real or alleged sins which form the contents of this 
lawsuit, so that peace shall be restored... . Let everyone be deemed in- 
nocent and every accusatory statement from either side be deemed un- 
true, and let all the guilt be mine.57 


The letter went on to indicate that UE had not kept the agreement (hence 
this letter), noted various communist slanders against his own person, and 
concluded: “We have Christ on our side and we invite all Christian 
brethren of like convictions to join us.” 

Looking at the record, such an invitation remains virtually impossible 
to accept for Christians who take ethics seriously. The court settlement may 
help to restore the flow of donations from well-meaning Christians, but it is 
difficult to see why the damaging “evidence” against both sides which 
neither side has really withdrawn in the end should now be dismissed as ir- 
relevant. If both sides now acknowledge they were liars before, how can one 
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decide that the joint “Acknowledgement” belongs to the category of truth 
or must that word also be enclosed in quotation marks? Or are the post-set- 
tlement statements from each side the truth? Aside from dismissing the 
expensive lawsuit, what has changed? Have their mission policies changed? 
Are not the same discredited leaders still in office? Does not the advice from 
a growing number of church leaders at the height of the scandal to place a 
moratorium on giving to either mission still apply? 


Human Rights and the Right to Believe 

Although the Reform Baptist movement began earlier than the human 
rights movement, participants in both soon came to be called dissidents, 
and in addition to human rights, people began speaking about “the right to 
believe’’.58 Generally in Christian theology, the emphasis is not on rights 
but on duties.5® The United Nations Declaration of Human Rights did in- 
clude religious freedom. Freedom of belief was one of Roosevelt's Four 
Freedoms and has been accepted in several international documents which 
the Soviet Union also signed. 

When the Russian Samizdat journal, Chronicle of Current Events, 
began circulating, it regularly included information about religious 
dissidents, including Baptists. Initially it was only Boris Zdorovets who had 
developed any personal links with the human rights movement, having be- 
come acquainted with dissidents in prison.*! More recently a handful of So- 
viet evangelicals have become involved in the human rights movement, 
notably Peter Vins, son of Georgi. 

The most famous Soviet dissident, the physicist Andrei Sakharov, is 
not a believer, but he has shown himself more non-partisan than many 
others in taking up the cause of any individual who is experiencing injus- 
tice. In 1976 the so-called Sakharov Hearings were held in Copenhagen, 
Denmark. These were organized by Dansk Europamission, and a lot of 
recent immigrants, including believers, testified. The hearings were 
published subsequently; further hearings were attempted in other cities. 

Following the signing of the Helsinki Agreement in August 1975, 
monitoring committees were established in many countries, including the 
Soviet Union. The Helsinki Monitoring Committee in the Soviet Union was 
broken up rather viciously by Soviet authorities and Iurii Orlov and Anatoli 
Shcharanski received lengthy prison sentences. Regional committees also 
developed, and young Peter Vins was one of the Baptists who joined the 
Ukrainian committee. Fellow Baptists criticized him for engaging in what 
they regarded to be political action, but he persisted until he was arrested 
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and given a one-year prison sentence under the anti-parasite laws, In spite 
of the arrests, by December 10, 1979, there were five Helsinki Monitoring 
Groups in the Soviet Union (Moscow, Ukraine, Lithuania, Armenia, and 
Georgia). Two allied groups were formed in Moscow, one focused on the 
use of psychiatry for political purposes and the other was called the Chris- 
tian Committee to Defend the Rights of Believers. Still other groups were 
formed to defend the rights of invalids, of Reform Adventists, and of 
Roman Catholics. A total of 92 persons were active in these groups, of 
which 89 are in prison or exile. Further arrests continued in 1980,% 

When Georgi Vins was interviewed following his arrival in America, he 
confirmed the testimony of many other prisoners when he stated that “all 
Western support—supplying information, demonstrations, and prayer— 
helps a great deal ... whenever there was support action in the West, I was 
treated better by warders and prison administrators. When there was no 
support, conditions immediately became worse.’ Vins argued for “peace- 
ful demonstrations arising out of Christian principles” and opposed violence. 

The AUCECB has carefully dissociated itself from the human rights 
movement, but in the post-Helsinki period Moscow leaders have not only 
publicly affirmed the Helsinki Agreement but have also expressed the hope 
this will lead to improved conditions for their members. Alexei Bychkov has 
not only referred repeatedly to the guarantee of religious freedom in this 
agreement as well as in the constitution, he has also drawn attention to the 
hoped for benefits from the “man and the law’ program. In recent years 
Soviet authorities have been fostering a greater emphasis on legality, have 
published numerous pamphlets on this theme, and have also shown some 
willingness to punish violations. Bychkov, for example, cited several 
instances where local abuses by, state authorities were corrected once the 
union had appealed to the central authorities. Russia and the Soviet Union 
have never had a strong legal tradition as is true in Germany or England, 
and it is unlikely that a sense of legality will develop quickly.® 


Conclusion: What Has Been Achieved? 

It is difficult to escape the fact that the Underground Evangelism- 
Wurmbrand scandal plus earlier lesser scandals have given the missions a 
bad reputation. It would be most unjust to dismiss all East European 
missions as dishonest. The independent faith missions struggle with 
inherent weaknesses that are less apparent in the denominational agencies 
which are more subject to open reporting, but the East European missions 
are a vital factor in the Soviet evangelical scene. 
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Above all, through their efforts large numbers of Bibles and other 
Christian literature have become available in the Soviet Union and the Bi- 
ble hunger has eased noticeably. To what extent their financial contribution 
to individual believers has been helpful and to what extent this has created 
harmful dependency relationships remains to be seen. There is some evi- 
dence that it has contributed to, rather than hindered, the growing fac- 
tionalism in Reform Baptist ranks. But that observation must also be seen in 
the perspective that the financial and moral support of the East European 
missions has provided a sense of international Christian solidarity which the 
CCECB was unable to find in the BWA. 

Major frontier areas for developing mission programming are in the 


‘area of radio broadcasting and literature production. Without question, So- 


viet evangelicals appreciate present programming very much. Their only 
criticism, when asked, is that they might have more programming, perhaps 
at more suitable hours and with less jamming. Whereas the BBC and Voice 
of America were jammed only selectively following the Helsinki 
Agreement, this was not true of the religious radio stations which continued 
to be jammed regularly. Some mission societies have introduced creative 
programming. Brother Dmitrii from FEBC, for example, has been active 
for many years preparing children and youth programs, interviews, science 
programs, etc. Radio programs produced by Slavic Gospel Association are 
also becoming more diversified. 

The attempt at conducting mission on the basis of principles conform- 
ing to modern missiological thinking is limited primarily to the older, more 
established missions which are smaller, as well as to the denominational 
agencies. Generally speaking, however, criticisms given above call for a 
radical overhaul of present mission activities in the direction of greater 
mutuality and responsibility and less clamoring for public credit. Such 
changes will very likely only take place once the goose (gullible Western 
Christians) stop laying the golden egg. What is needed is an informed 
Western supporting constituency that has recognized the need for more 
complexity in describing, understanding, and helping Soviet churches. 
Western Christians also need to be much more discriminating in selecting 
missions and specific projects worthy of their support. It is not merely a 


question of giving money to the agency promising the most fool-proof — 


channel for bringing Bibles to Russia, but rather to support and become in- 
volved with those who have demonstrated the appropriate degree of 
responsibility in exercising a shared leadership function among Soviet evan- 
gelicals, 6 
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When is the best moment for the church? Right now. The 
church is powerful when she’s on the cross, when she’s 
persecuted. When she has a ‘‘guardian,” she gets weak. 


It's not by accident that I’ve become daring. The time has 
come for doing. The fields are white for harvest. We need 
workers. 

—Dmitrii Dudko 


15 Beyond Survival: 
New Frontiers After 1974 


Alexei Bychkov reported in May 1978 that approximately 100,000 
persons had been baptized into their union since 1963. That meant an 
average of 7,150 baptisms per year for a growth rate of 2.4 percent.! Total 
registered membership for the AUCECB is probably around 350,000, the 
official claim of 565,000 appears to be overstated.? Since there were also 
losses through death, these statistics do point to the fact that a new genera- 
tion of Russian evangelicals has come to birth. As Soviet sociologist Lialina 
also acknowledged, the crisis of aging, of death by attrition, had been sur- 
mounted. 

If Soviet policy toward religion changed after 1974, the major Soviet 
evangelical union had also changed. CCECB leaders soon after began re- 
printing their first Samizdat documents in order to remind their young 
people of the reasons for the split. They did so because they felt that funda- 
mentally the situation had not changed, that the AUCECB was still con- 
tinuing its pact with the world. But objectively speaking, much had 
changed. Few of the leaders after 1974 were personally tainted by the ac- 
tion of issuing the letter of instruction in 1960. After the 1974 Congress of 
the AUCECB, there emerged a clear sense of progress. There was a new op- 
timism, and AUCECB leaders told foreign visitors they had never had it so 
good. 

Ernest Payne observed with considerable insight that virtually 
throughout its entire history, the Russian evangelical movement had been 
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struggling for survival and had been unable to think and plan deliberately 
for its goals. Now the AUCECB appeared to be moving beyond the sur- 
vival phase. That raised worrisome questions, Where would the new 
freedoms lead them? Was the respite from state pressure only temporary? 
Would their leaders handle the situation wisely or would they blunder? 
Should they be aggressive or cautious? This was the setting when Alexei 
Bychkov reported to the church delegates. 


The 41st Congress (1974) 

It was Alexei Bychkov’s first report to delegates from all the churches 
on the work accomplished during the previous five years. The impression 
he would make could determine the degree to which delegates would ap- 
prove his reelection for a full term. He was speaking before 483 voting dele- 
gates, approximately 100 guests, and 20 visitors from abroad, 14 of them 
from non-socialist countries.5 Most of the foreign visitors were Baptist 
World Alliance leaders but there were also two Mennonites and one Evan- 
gelical Christian present.@ Once again, as at earlier congresses, the 
credentials committee reported that seven supporters of the CCECB were 
attending as guests. Six others (including key members of the CCECB such 
as I. Ja, Antonov) applied for delegate status but were refused on the 
grounds that they should have been elected at one of the 59 regional 
congresses where the All-Union delegates had been elected. Credentials 
committee chairman S. P. Fadiukhin also reported to the gathered dele- 
gates that the CCECB had attempted a demonstration in the street, a claim 
that later proved to be unfounded. In any case, the Congress was declared 
legitimately empowered to proceed and Bychkov began a 41-hour report.” 

The lengthy report was as fascinating as was the entire Congress, even 
though the hard wooden benches and the cramped quarters demanded 
physical endurance for visitors and delegates alike. At 59 regional 
congresses “Theses from the AUCECB Report” had been discussed by a 
total of 4,000 delegates, 700 of whom had expressed their personal opinions. 
The theses had been approved, but delegates had requested more statistical 
data, wanted more attention drawn to the activities of the senior presbyters, 
asked for a historical survey of the multinational brotherhood, wanted more 
details on the life of local churches, wanted to talk about choral singing, and 
hoped to discuss the possibility and necessity of fellowship with Christians 
from other confessions. Generally speaking, Bychkov had organized his 
report around these questions, indicating a sincere desire to respond to dele- 
gates’ concerns. 
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General Secretary Bychkov’s Report 

As one of the best traveled and best informed of their leaders, Alexei 
Bychkov started with a survey of major events in the Christian world. Fe 
drew attention to the fact of greater openness in the Christian world, 
including some of the optimistic implications of Vatican IL. Bychkov ne 

marized the major discussions on the theme “Salvation Today conducte 
by the WCC at Bangkok in 1972. Here he affirmed the AUCECB position 
that salvation comes only through the new birth in Christ and means to 
follow Christ. He also drew attention to the new charismatic movernent 
which one might have expected he would treat with warmth, eens 
their own reputation for Pietist spirituality, but he warned against the 
charismatic’s emphasis on spiritual gifts. The Pentecostals in the union et 
reminded that their agreement in 1945 permitted no glossalalia in the 
church. Delegates listened with great interest, many taking copious bee 
Bychkov then moved into his actual report, focusing on seven if ne 
aspects of their activities. The first aspect was the Moscow links to the oe 
churches. A total of 985 senior presbyters and presbyters had visited the 
AUCECB and many other persons visited their offices daily. They had also 
sent the leading brethren to visit more of the churches. Presidium members 
resident in Moscow had made 175 trips visiting 640 churches. But Bychkov 
still granted that believers had a legitimate complaint that they were es 
visited rarely. In fact, “in many churches brothers from the AUCECB have 
isited.’””8 

ig saree the various meetings of the AUCECB plenum, he 
quickly indicated what had been their major concerns. In oe 1970 
the plenum had focused on unity. A year later the primary issue had been a 


leadership change occasioned by the death of Alexander Karev and S. T. . 


Timchenko. At meetings in July 1972 and December 1973 the plenum 
listened to numerous papers on the subject of expanding the role of - 
senior presbyters and presbyters in the spiritual education of se 
members, By December 1978 the plenum had begun to discuss the oe 

unity with the Pentecostals again. A year later they started preparations id 
the present congress and dispatched special appeals to all Pentecostals, 
Mennonite Brethren, and CCECB supporters to take part in the prepara- 
tion and conduct of the regional congresses. Bychkov also reported that the 
presidium had met separately with Pentecostals and with Mennonites in at- 

improve relations with them.® 

pecans now gave detailed statistics about the Bible correspondence 
course which after a six-year period had resulted in two graduating classes 
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totaling 179 persons. The presidium was trying to improve the teaching ma- 
terials and to expand the courses to include comparative theology and 
Christian ethics. Bychkov also emphasized that the entrance requirements 
would be stiffer, requiring higher general educational achievement and also 
requiring a readiness to serve in places determined by the AUCECB, 

Publication achievements were still not very substantial, but Bychkov 

was able to report in triumph that they had printed and, at the opening of 
the congress, had received 20,000 copies of the New Testament with 
Psalms. Some German Bibles had also been sent from the DDR and there 
was an agreement in principle, he claimed, to print the Bible in German, 
plus a German songbook. Bratskii Vestnik had increased its citculation by 
1,000 copies, that is, they were now printing 6,000 copies. Bychkov went on 
to list a number of other publications that were ready for printing, including 
a pictorial history and a memoir by Alexander Karev. Since the regional 
congresses had reported many requests for more articles in Bratskii Vestnik 
about unity which had greater theological depth, he promised they would 
try to comply. He also promised articles discussing differences of opinion on 
the question of baptism by the Holy Spirit and articles giving historical sur- 
veys of their brotherhood. 

It was apparent that Bychkov had a personal interest in producing a 
history of the AUCECB. He devoted lengthy sections to historical anec- 
dotes about their churches in Moldavia, in Latvia and elsewhere. They were 
beginning to expand their archives and had received the memoirs of V.M. 
Kovel’koy, Iu. S. Grachev and S. P. Fadiukhin,° They had also obtained 
the personal archives of Jacob Zhidkov, A. V. Pavlov, and Alexander Karev. 
In a similar historical vein Bychkov reported that in two years’ time they 
would be celebrating the hundredth jubilee of the publication of the 
Russian Bible. There was presently a project underway including Baptist 
pastor Oswald Tiark to translate the Bible into modern Estonian, There was 
an especially great need to translate the Bible into modern Georgian, since 
they were using a translation from the 12th century. With regret he also 
reported that “our Russian brotherhood so far does not have theologians 
who know the ancient languages.”!! They were seriously considering pre- 
paring persons who would be able to study the Old and New Testaments 
from original sources in order for them to make a contribution to a new 
translation of the Bible into modern Russian that was being attempted in 
Leningrad.'? Here Bychkov for the first time drew attention to the United Bi- 
ble Societies, noting their emphasis on legality and distinguishing them from 
the work of people like Richard Wurmbrand, Joe Bass, and Haralan Popov. 
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Bychkov then proceeded to list many of their international activities, 
beginning by describing their international department briefly. Generally 
speaking, they had good relations with the president and general secretary 
of the Baptist World Alliance, although at times some delegates introduced 
proposals which they did not approve. Bychkov noted that their many visits 
abroad and ‘the official guests to their country “involve much work, 
responsibility and tension, but they are necessary for the sake of the growth 
of mutual understanding and unity between Christians and nations.’”'? He 
added that objective foreign religious workers “correctly evaluate the life 
and service of our churches.”’!4 Such workers recognized that: _ 


One must say that socialism brought material blessings to a great many 
people in Eastern Europe.... They are happy to find themselves in 
their country as good patriots, and they strive to do all in their power to 
be true to their Christian faith and to their Lord and Savior." 


Those who did not correctly evaluate their life were individual religious 
figures who “do not like the socialist system. 1 

In the local churches there had been growth. Thirty thousand 
members had joined in the past five years. During the same period more 
than 50 congregations received registration, although 22 village congrega- 
tions closed down because their older members died or moved. Urbaniza- 
tion was the major factor. But there were also new regions in Siberia and 
Kazakhstan, where congregations were newly established, but there was a 
shortage of church workers. 

The report on unity was not very extensive, because there was little 
progress to report. Since 1969 they had appealed four times to the CCECB 
to resume discussions on reconciliation, but had received no replies. The 
CCECB continued to issue statements strongly attacking the AUCECB. An 
outside observer looking carefully at both sides could only conclude that the 
will for reconciliation was fading, both sides maintaining nonnegotiable 
conditions, Bychkov read the full text of a letter sent to M. T. Shaptala in- 
viting the CCEGB to participate in the preparation for the Congress and 
went on to state that on November 80 they had received a letter in reply 
which Bychkov felt unable to read because of its “unbrotherly style.” !7 But 
he tried to answer the four-point CCECB objection to participation. To 
postpone the Congress as the CCECB suggested was no use, he said, as had 
already been demonstrated in 1969. But he could announce that in October 
1974 the AUCEGB Presidium had appealed to the Supreme Court of the 
USSR to show mercy and leniency towards believers on trial, and he 
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claimed that senior presbyters were reporting that “many brethren were 
released. '8 To recognize the legality of the CCECB was, however, not 
within their competence, Bychkov said. 


Delegates Want More 

In a church setting with so many delegates and guests, genuine dis- 
cussion would have been difficult in any case. What did follow consisted 
much more of set speeches; as usual the first ones were by key leaders such 
as the new Ukrainian senior presbyter, Jacob K. Dukhonchenko, who gave 
additional statistical information about church life in their regions, Of the 
34 persons who managed to speak before time ran out, a significant number 
devoted themselves to short statistical surveys of church life in their area 
and to expressions of appreciation for the work of the AUCECB. All other 
speakers had a similar positive note, but they also attempted in varying 
degrees to offer constructive criticism. That came in the form of proposals 
which they knew could not be decided at the moment, but they hoped they 
could be achieved during the coming five-year period. These speeches 
could be summarized with the phrase: “Thank you for trying, but we want 
more. 

They were thankful for the Bibles, but they wanted more. They 
wanted to see Bibles printed in Moldavian, Estonian, Ukrainian, German 
and other languages. They were thankful for Bratskii Vestnik, although 
some speakers reported that they scarcely ever saw it, and they earnestly 
hoped that it would be possible to print more copies in the future. Seminars 
introduced in conjunction with the presbyter conferences were working 
well, many delegates reported, but they asked for more of these with 
broader participation. They were thankful, as Jacob Dukhonchenko from 
the Ukraine reported, for those who could participate in the correspondence 
course, but it would be better if more students could participate. Perhaps 
the most widely repeated request was for more attention to music. There 
should be more publications of choral materials. They asked for choral di- 
rector seminars to be included in the seminar activity. They also asked for 
music courses as part of the correspondence course. 

~ A great many delegates were still concerned about the problem of dis- 
unity. Some shared personal experiences of attempting reconciliation with 
Reform Baptists. Others described how they were attempting to maintain 
unity with the Pentecostals. The advice that came through repeatedly was 
that, for more unity, there should be more love. 

Delegates voted by flashing their blue delegate cards in the air. But 
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the opportunities to vote were primarily to express iaemaehie approve - 
the general secretary’s report, for the brief financial report, and for the re: 
lution summarizing the activity that came at the end. oe 
specific policy recommendations based on the discussion w they 
could vote, But they managed to vote after all. Each discussion speaker _ 
granted seven minutes to speak. Most speakers were just getting pan 
up at the end of this time when the chairman tapped a spoon against a glass 
of water. If delegates liked what the speaker said, they would shout to ‘ei 
to continue. But if they did not like what the speaker was saying, ae 
would shout, “Vse, Vse” (that’s all, that’s all), until he had to stop. But t = 
there was one closed session where the voting was direct and not necessarily 


unanimous. 


Delegates Elect New President : 

Before the Congress started several observers remarked that the 
Moscow leadership was quite anxious about the elections. Seventy-six-year- 
old President Ilia G. Ivanov was in failing health and had indicated ea 
tions to retire. That meant a new president. There was a e 
criticism in conservative ranks of Bychkov—would a “dump Bychkov 

uceeed? 

De een ie Congress started, individuals, apparently from ie Moscow 
congregation, attempted to circulate a letter to all Congress ent : 
order to influence the elections.2° The letter included a list of “t : mos 

faithful and committed brethren,” whom they proposed in place o i un- 
worthy ministers.” The letter proceeded to make highly personal attacks ie 
leading persons in the AUCECB, and although the bene ao 

anonymous, they revealed some knowledge of the interna politics in : 
Moscow office. Not only were members of the international pais as 

sharply criticized, local staff were accused of personal aera in : . 
position. From the writers’ point of view, in God s house, even the cl . 

room attendant should be an exceptional person. ‘The delegates pai = 
direct attention to this letter, but the resultant elections did reveal a furt ne 
step toward electing a leadership that the membership ee anes n 
anonymous list of the new council which circulated subsequent y | mt 
checked with a plus or minus sign in front of each name to indicate how this 
critical group evaluated the results. Only six of the twenty-four inte 
elected received a minus sign,?! These included the two saa a 
representatives, so there may well have been denominational prejudice 


helping to determine the ratings. 
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Most informed observers considered the election results a fortunate 
compromise. Whereas many foreign observers had expected to see Michael 
Zhidkov become president, the more conservative Andrei Klirnenko was 
elected, while Bychkov, who shared Zhidkov’s orientation very: closely, 
gained affirmation as general secretary. The new presidium did include 
four new persons who had all been members of the All-Union Council, 22 
Therefore the new presidium was not that different from the old one, but 
from a longer perspective it was new. Only Arthur Mitskevich from the Old 
Guard remained. Over a space of two congresses and the emergency elec- 
tions of 1971, a new leadership of younger men had emerged. In com- 
parison to their fathers, who had been in prison and who remembered the 
pre-revolutionary days, the new leadership was accustomed to Soviet ways 
and likely to know how to proceed with considerable boldness. 


Growing Pains as Decade Closes 

At the end of the decade, 525 delegates gathered in Moscow 
(December 18-20, 1979) for their latest regular congress. The past five years 
had been years of growth, said Nikolai Kolesnikov, senior presbyter for 
Kazakhstan. Statistically speaking, there had been a net gain of only 10,968 
since 1974, but 45,734 new members had joined. Of these, 34,154 had 
joined through baptism but unreported baptisms were higher. There had 
also been a significant increase in church registrations, 253 having been 
registered in the past decade. Most of these new registrations occurred after 
1974 and represented a total membership of 9,393 persons.”8 Joining an 
ECB church was no easy matter, since a total of 8,790 persons had been ex- 
communicated. during the past decade, although approximately the same 
number of excommunicants had also been received back into full 
membership. 

But growth is also qualitative and for the AUCEGB that too was not 
entirely painless. The atmosphere at the 1979 Congress mirrored this, The 
previous congress with foreign guests present had been a cautious attempt 
to conduct themselves openly, although the leaders managed things with a 
very firm hand. This time the delegates were in charge. Central Asian dele- 
gates objected to the speed with which Alexei Bychkov had rushed through 
the elections to congress commissions and in approving the rules of 
procedure. When informed of the discontent, Bychkov interrupted his 
report to allow delegates to voice their concerns, Sensing that the delegates 
were eager for long discussion periods, he skipped major parts of his speech 
in order to accommodate this wish. Other delegates appealed to. the 
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congress for solidarity and described in detail the problems they had 
experienced with local authorities who refused to register a church or stalled 
on building permits. And the leaders themselves spoke with a frankness 
about state imposed limitations that inspired confidence. 

Alexei Bychkov had impressive achievements to report, even improved 
structural changes. In May 1979, at a special meeting of presbyters in the 
large sprawling Russian Federation (RSFSR), a special church administra- 
tion for the RSFSR had been organized. They had elected a senior 
presbyter to head the entire region, three deputy senior presbyters and a 
five-member advisory council. Hereby, Bychkov explained, “Our 
brotherhood is enabled to care for the churches more efficiently, and the 
churches receive more spiritual help on questions of purity of evangelical 
teaching and spiritual nurture of the church members.’’2° The new struc- 
ture paralleled the decentralized arrangement which had been in effect for 
the Ukraine from the beginning except that the RSFSR was much more dif- 
ficult to administer for geographic reasons. Bychkov also announced that 
the handful of churches in Lithuania had been subordinated under the 
Latvian administration so that there were now ten regional divisions for 


their union.° The subordination of oblast senior presbyters under such — 


senior presbyters for large regions was also detailed in a revised constitution. 

Perhaps an even more fundamental change that was happening 
gradually was the rejuvenation of the corps of preachers that Alexander 
Karev had called for. Since 1970 a total of 19 new senior presbyters, most of 
them Bible correspondence graduates, had been elected.?” During the pe- 
riod 1970-77, 596 presbyters and 420 deacons had been elected or ordained. 
Only some of these had graduated from the Bible correspondence course, 
but at least more of the new local leaders had secondary education. By 1979 
half of all the senior presbyters and their assistants had completed the Bible 
correspondence course. 

Bychkov attempt a brief assessment of the Bible correspondence 
course. By 1979 a total of 272 workers had graduated. That indicated that a 
significant number failed to complete the course. In 1979, for example, ten 
persons failed the exams and four others did not take the exams due to ill- 
ness. Bychkov also reported that during the previous five years eight 
persons had to be eliminated for various reasons. Another problem was that 
it was a strenuous course of studies with eleven subjects to master and 
Bychkov urged possible candidates to keep this in mind. Another problem 
that would be a factor in accepting future students was that “not all 
graduates of the Bible correspondence course show a readiness to work 
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where they are especially needed.” The leadership could report little about 
the proposed theological seminary except to say that the “question remains 
in a status of positive consideration.” A few select students were studying 
abroad, and in future, the presidium had decided, only those candidates 
who demonstrated adequate knowledge of the necessary foreign language 
would be sent. Higher educational standards applied also to candidates for 
the correspondence course. 

Delegates in 1974 had clamored for more literature and, in this area 
also, Bychkov had achievements to report. A year earlier they had been able 
to import 25,000 Bibles and 5,000 concordances, the first official imporia- 
tion since 1945. A day before the congress opened, several of the Moscow 
staff arrived with a truckload of Bibles, bringing 20,000 large-size Bibles 
from Leningrad where they had been printed. Bychkov indicated that more 
Bibles were in the publication plans for the immediate future. They had 
also managed to print songbooks and other literature. Their journal, Bratskii 
Vestnik, of which they had printed only 6,000 copies before 1974, had been 
increased step by step to 10,000 copies per issue. 

Bratskii Vestnik has appeared every other month with only a few inter- 
ruptions since 1945. It is invariably eighty pages in length, but its format 
has changed somewhat over the years. It has to serve all the didactic and 
communicative functions, Issue No. 5 for 1979 is typical. After the usual let- 
ter of greeting from the presidium (this time to mark Unity Day), pages 5- 
34 were devoted to “Spiritual Articles.” These included continued chapters 
of short exegetical commentary on the Gospel of Mark, the letter to the 
Hebrews, and the Acts of the Apostles, written by O. A. Tiark, A. M. 
Bychkov, and P. K. Shatrov respectively. A second section entitled ‘‘Chris- 
tian Unity” reported on the European Baptist Congress held in Brighton, 
England. The third section (formerly the first section) was entitled “The 
Christian Voice in Defence of Peace.” Usually this contained short commu- 
niqués and reports on meetings of the Christian Peace Conference; in this 
issue it also included a short article on children as war sufferers. This issue 
included an article under the more infrequent category: “From the History 
of the Evangelical-Baptist Movement.” Pages 48-59 were devoted to 
“Music and Singing,” a section introduced in 1978. 

Many readers turn first to the final section “Local News’ and read the 
earlier didactic articles at leisure. In many churches Bratskii Vestnik is read 
over the loudspeaker during the half hour before the service begins. The 
local news section in this issue reported on the recent plenary meeting of 
the AUCECB and the resultant letter to all the churches, congratulated 
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senior presbyter FE. N. Raevskii on his 75th birthday, and then reported local 
events on the last fourteen pages, including several full-page black and 
white photographs, These short local entries reported ordinations, retire- 
ments, baptisms, church dedications, regional presbyter conferences, and 
the odd problem. 

The journal, like all Soviet publications, cannot be published without 
state approval. At present an eight-member editorial board consisting of 
presidium members (with Bychkov as responsible editor) assume final 
responsibility. The de facto full-time editor is Vitali G. Kulikov, whose title 
is “responsible secretary.” His predecessor was I. I. Motorin (1944-71), who 
had been a trained journalist. Kulikov became “responsible secretary’’ in 
the reorganization following Karev’s death and Motorin’s retirement.* 
Kulikov has some higher education, presumably in literature and poetry, for 
which he displays an appreciation. He sings and preaches in the Moscow 
church, also traveling infrequently, but most of the material is sent in by 
contributors. He also participates as teacher in the correspondence course. 

In 1974 Gabriel Pavlenko had received enthusiastic support from 
fellow delegates when he presented a detailed program to improve the 
ministry of the “second pulpit” —music and singing. The presidium later 
appointed a special committee who were given the task to improve the 
musical repertoire and to undertake measures to deepen the qualification of 
local musicians.2° In 1978 Bratskii Vestnik introduced a special section on 
“Music and Singing,” which now not only included the publication of new 
songs (with notation) as formerly, but also a series of theoretical articles and 
announcements. More attention was devoted to music at the regional 
seminars for presbyters and other church workers. Shortly before the 1979 
Congress the AUCECB announced that a special course of studies in music 
had been introduced in the correspondence course. This course had been 
increased to three years and for the 13 choir leaders presently enrolled, 
there was a special two-year program. A new revision in the constitution 
also emphasized that both presbyter and choir leader must serve as 
“spiritual guardian” of the choir. 

At the time of the 1963 Congress the AUCECB income had been 
declining steadily. Total income for 1963 was around 125,000 rubles.*° By 
1974 treasurer A. I. Mitskevich could report an average income of 545,665 
rubles per year and he pointed out that income had increased in 1972 and 
1978 by 35,000 and 40,000 rubles respectively! At that time the 42- 
member congregation in Voronezh had the distinction of the highest per 
member giving, namely three. rubles per member. By 1979 income had 
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increased still further, averaging 838,000 rubles per year, seven times what 
it had been in 1963.32 Expenses had also increased with nearly a quarter 
spent on travel and a total contribution over five years of 902,000 rubles to 


the peace fund. That caused some whispering in the ranks as did also the in-_ 


formation that around 470,000 rubles had been spent on the foreign guests. 
Foreign delegations invited by the AUCECB receive free travel, lodging, 
food, and pocket money with the union expected to treat them in a grand 
style that will make a good impression. That is a state-imposed expectation 
which prevents lodging in homes and more modest meals which would be 
more natural to the life style of the hosts and many of the visitors. Matthew 
Mel nik, chairman of the auditing commission, also reported to the congress 
that in 1978 his commission had drawn attention to the fact that the 
international department had overspent its budget by 11,000 rubles and as 
a result the presidium ordered economies. These became noticeable in a 
small reduction in the number of foreign trips. Mel’nik also explained that 
some of the money spent by the international department was used to pay 
for tickets for delegates from other socialist countries to travel to interna- 
tional meetings which was understood to be a way of supporting the Baptist 
World Alliance in spite of currency restrictions. Clearly, confidence in the 
AUCECB had been restored, although there was considerable room for 
more open reporting and trust building. So far, Bratskti Vestnik has never 
reported any figures from the financial report, although treasurer Mitske- 
vich could be persuaded in 1979 to read his report more slowly so that dele- 
gates could copy down the figures and think about them later. 


More Changes 

Once again, delegates wanted to devote most of the discussion time to 
a revision of their constitution. It proved to be a fascinating exercise for 
foreigners who heard things said that had long been taboo. This time E. A. 
Tarasov, vice-chairman of the Council for Religious Affairs with responsi- 
bilities for the non-Orthodox confessions (including the evangelicals), gave 
a greeting from the chairman, V. A. Kuroedov, and remained seated in a 
prominent place throughout the congress. That failed to intimidate many of 
the spokesmen. 

The revised constitution introduced six changes. A significant one 
was a slight addition to paragraph 8 listing “the preaching of the Gospel’ as 
the first task of the union. That phrase had been restored in 1966 as task for 
the congregations; now it was restored at the highest level as well. A more 
restrictive change was a more specific wording change from “Mennonite” 
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to “Mennonite Brethren” with an additional clause that the addition of 
further denominations to the union would be determined by the AUCECB. 
E. A. Tarasov explained to me in a private meeting that this reflected the 
wish of the Mennonite Brethren to eliminate the non-immersionist Men- 
nonites from possible membership. Another change now required a two- 
thirds voting majority, which was an attempt to guarantee the election of 
council members who were widely trusted and to make it more difficult to 
elect persons more acceptable to the authorities. To offset a possible de- 
nominational problem, a qualifying clause indicated that the council 
membership in its makeup must be representative of the denominational 
makeup. 

A very major structural change was the introduction of four depart- 
ments (Evangelism and Christian Unity, Preparation and Qualification of 
Church Workers and Musicians, International Department, and Publica- 
tion, Finance, and Management). These departments were to be subor- 
dinate to the presidium with the head of each department required to be a 
member of the AUCECB Council. Not only did that mean the creation of a 
new department for Evangelism and Christian Unity, which was a bold 
step, it also meant new leadership for the international department, al- 
though few were optimistic this would change the power relationship very 
much. But delegates hoped that an additional clause in paragraph 13, 
requiring that all office employees sign a working contract, might eliminate 
some of the younger staff on the international department that came under 
such severe criticism from delegates. Others hoped these changes would 
lead to the introduction of job descriptions, including those for the general 
secretary. 

Two other major changes were directed toward strengthening the role 
of the senior presbyter and the presbyter locally. New carefully specified 
procedures for their election were intended to provide built-in guarantees 
against some of the abuses Andrei Klimenko had complained of as late as 
1978. There were cases where church members had excommunicated the 
presbyter in his absence, or had collected signatures on behalf of his ouster. 
A year earlier Klimenko criticized the arbitrary and careless behavior of 


some senior presbyters. In Dnepropetrovsk, for example, the membership . 


in the presbyter council had been changed without calling a conference of 
presbyters. Some senior presbyters had ordained presbyters in homes 
without the church present, and in another case a senior presbyter had or- 
dained a presbyter without his wife present and did not even inform her af- 
terward.*4 





-_* 
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A change in the wording order for baptism and church membership 
occasioned many questions for clarification. Baptism and church 
membership are no longer synonymous. Ukrainian leader Jacob Dukhon- 
chenko, who led the discussion, pointed out in response to a question, that 
the law does not prohibit children from attending church; even Vladimir 
Kuroedov, Chairman of the Council for Religious Affairs, had said so in 
print in 1978. Maybe, Dukhonchenko went on, local workers needed to 
grasp more clearly the distinction between attending church and the state 
prohibition against children being members. After all, the Orthodox 
Church practices child baptism and that is not against the law. The point 
was clear; it would now be possible to baptize young people under 18 
without breaking the law. Another practical advantage was that this would 
allow persons to be baptized who are not prepared for job discrimination 
because their names are on a church membership roll. There was also an 
additional clause regulating membership transfer (reflecting the new mo- 
bility), which no doubt was intended to prevent the embarrassment of an 
excommunicated member joining another church in another town and even 
becoming presbyter, as one man reported! 

Another sign of progress and promise was buried in an interpretive 
commentary to paragraph 27. This stated that the presbyter should devote 
“special attention to the education of young people.” When the discussior: 
period started, the first speaker was a young woman from Moscow who read 
a prepared statement on behalf of 600 young people in the central church 
and on behalf of those in Kiev. She welcomed the creation of four depart- 
ments, but appealed for the creation of a youth department for the union. 
Whether or not this was a signal to other speakers, numerous spokesmen 
repeated this call for a youth department which could help with the prob- 
lems unique to young people. Jacob Dukhonchenko responded to these 
many requests by reminding the delegates of state legislation, advising 
them to read carefully a recent article in Nauka i Religiia (Science and Reli- 
gion) which summarized what the law permitted. He urged the delegates to 
accept the open wording of the interpretive commentary and promised that 
the presidium would request the Council for Religious Affairs to grant per- 
mission for such a department. Later, when he addressed the delegates in 
his capacity as senior presbyter for the Ukraine, he urged each presbyter to 
take the concerns of his young people to heart. How that was organized was 
a local matter. The leaders were obviously encouraging local initiative, 2 
stretching at the present limits that might lead to a more favorable answer 
from the authorities later. 
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Difficult Elections 

Once again the elections were held behind closed doors. A major upset 
of the top leadership was prevented when the old presidium agreed to 
present a united front. Alexei Bychkov had to listen to sharp criticism, pri- 
marily because delegates felt he was spending too much time abroad. 
Andrei Klimenko received less criticism, but many delegates considered 
him too weak and he had obviously aged during his five years in the office 
of president. The dominant leaders at the congress were Bychkov and 
Dukhonchenko. 

Many new persons were elected because the size of all the committees 
was increased. Twelve of the 29 on the council were new, but it was still pri- 
marily a body consisting of senior presbyters, giving other groupings in the 
church less of a hearing.®5 Six of the previous candidate members now 
moved up to full council status,?6 The new list of nine candidates included a 
number of younger men who will likely move up into major leadership next 
time.3? The last of the Old Guard retired and the average age of the new 
presidium is younger than it has been for decades.*8 

The presidium was increased to eleven members (six of which were 
new) and three candidate members. Although Klimenko and Bychkov 
remained president and general secretary respectively, most of the other 
positions were new and portend changes.® Four individuals would now 
need to move to Moscow (V. FE. Logvinenko, J. §. Gnida, N. A. Kolesnikov, 
and Jacob Fast). All four are widely respected as churchmen of integrity. If 

_ there will be any significant changes in Moscow, it will be because these 
men will be able to insist on it. That also applied to the candidate members 
to the presidium who will attend many of the meetings, although without 
the right to vote. 

Yet extra closed-door sessions were necessary. Delegates voted in favor 
of all 30 nominees (although some leaders barely squeaked through) except 
for one person—Peter K. Shatrov, the Pentecostal delegate. Delegates had 
voted for four Pentecostal representatives on the council, two candidates 
and one on the auditing commission, but the Pentecostal delegates who 
solidly supported Shatrov insisted on a second round of votes.*” Once again 
Shatrov failed to be elected and could therefore no longer be a candidate for 
election to the presidium. The delegates met in another closed session, 
proposed two alternative presidium members, but left the decision to the 
Pentecostal delegates. These weighed the alternative of forming a separate 
union but eventually in mid-January accepted the compromise of having V. 
S. Glukhovski and D. L. Vozniuk represent their interests on the presidium. 


New Frontiers After 1974 431 


The New Leadership Team 

1, Alexei M. Bychkov—the Leader, When Bychkov suddenly 
emerged as a new vice-president in 1969 very little was known about him, 
Two years later after election to the highest executive office in the union, he 
introduced himself with a short autobiography.4! He was born in Klin (just 
outside Moscow) in 1928, into an Evangelical Christian family. Following 
graduation from a Moscow institute, he worked for nearly two decades as a 
building engineer. He was converted at age 21 in 1949 and was baptized in 
1954. In the following years he read extensively in the theological library of 
an old friend. He also studied English for two years in an institute, graduat- 
ing in 1960. Following this he became a translator for the AUCECB, then 
was entrusted with preparing lectures on theology for the Bible cor- 
respondence course. He started preaching at the Moscow church in 1967, 
but only in 1969 did he begin to work full time for the All-Union Council, 
first as assistant to Ivanov. In 1970 he was ordained to the ministry and 
began his work as general secretary the following year. 

Alexander Karev had been widely loved. Alexei Bychkov was not 
widely known, which increased the difficulty of stepping into Karev’s shoes. 
Karev had already been severely sick in 1968 but held onto his post. Some 
associates felt that, had Karev not remained in office so long, Bychkov as a 
representative of the new generation would not have seemed such a sur- 
prise. Bychkov has, however, grown in office, and is by now probably as 
widely respected as Karev was loved. That is the difference in their per- 
sonalities, 

Bychkov’s working style is that of an administrator. He is not an 
outstanding preacher. During the past decade he has shown himself to be a 
skillful negotiator—that is, remarkably successful in obtaining acceptable 
compromises. He appears to favor progress by a series of small steps in a 
complicated process which many of his followers do not understand until 
after the goals are reached. He is intelligent and a good listener. Whereas 
Karev saw himself as a pastor to pastors, Bychkov appears more goal- 
oriented, seeking to deepen the quality of evangelical church life. 


2, Andrei I. Klimenko—the Church's Leader, Delegates in private 
expressed satisfaction with the election of Klimenko in 1974. He had been 
born in 1918 on the Volga River in present-day Kuibyshev. He was already 
baptized at 15 and began preaching soon thereafter. He had lived in the 
city of Kuibyshev since 1930 and was elected the leading presbyter in 1949. 
In 1963 he became senior presbyter for Kuibyshev and nearby oblasts. This 
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respensibility grew, so that when he became a council member in 1969 and 
then a vice-president two years later; he was responsible for 18 oblasts in the 
Volga region. 

Technically speaking, as president Klimenko was the leader, serving as 
chairman at meetings of the council and presidium. For this reason he was 
officially responsible in the eyes of the authorities for everything done by 
the AUCECB. That was what made the task so burdensome. The general 
secretary, as in the state apparatus, has great executive powers, but 
Klimenko as president has been able to exert a definite leadership role. 
Klimenko, for example, presented the major report to the annual meetings 
of the AUCECB plenum on the spiritual state of the churches. By reporting 
and identifying problems, he helped shape the agenda of the churches. 
Often he offered very specific advice, virtually directives to all the 
presbyters and members. Why would the churches follow him? 

Klimenko has only eighth-grade education and preaches very simple 
sermons, This is the chief reason for his popularity. He is a man of the 
people who feels deeply for the individual church member. At conferences 
and in local churches his deep concern for the spiritual tone of the churches 
was very evident. Regularly he offered advice for the presbyters. He em- 
phasized that the church ordinances should be conducted with appropriate 
respect. He has also gained a reputation as a skillful adviser in local conflict 
situations. His is a quiet, steadying influence. His chief quality is that they 
trust him. 


8, Other Leaders. Jacob K. Dukhonchenko, as the senior presbyter for 
the Ukraine, is responsible for 46 percent of the entire membership. He is 
assisted by four deputies and assistants and a 15-member presbyter council. 
His region is divided into 25 oblasts with a senior presbyter at the head of 
each. Dukhonchenko is a younger man (late forties) whose initially most 
striking feature is his girth. A more lasting impression is his personal 
warmth and a simple faith that expresses itself by inviting the visitor to 
pause for a moment of prayer before beginning the discussion. 

Dukhonchenko, who graduated from an institute as an engineer, 
initially served as a presbyter in Zaporozh’e before becoming senior 
presbyter for the Zaporozh’e Oblast in 1968. In a surprise move, Ukrainian 
delegates elected him to replace N. N. Mel nikov as senior presbyter for the 
entire Ukraine at the pre-congress conference in 1974, That meant he 
would also be elected first vice-president of the AUCECB. Dukhonchenko’s 
popularity continues to increase and he could have been elected president 
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in 1979 had he agreed. Because his power base and residence is in the 
Ulaaine, his role on the presidium has been a secondary one. Although not 
well educated theologically himself, one of his major concerns is the in- 
troduction of more educated and capable leadership. He has also shown 
concern to provide this leadership with theological study aids. 

Dukhonchenko’s deputy in Kiev, Ivan S. Gnida, now moves to 
Moscow to become the assistant general secretary, replacing the retiring A. 
I. Mitskevich. It is an exact parallel to Mitskevich’s own move to Moscow 
from Kiev in 1956, but Gnida is a very different person. Gnida personifies 
the well-known Russian character trait—Chuvstvo (feeling). Already in 
1956 he was working hard to bring the Pentecostals into the congregation in 
Aleksandriia (Kirovograd Oblast). He became senior presbyter of Kirovo- 
grad Oblast in 1967 and was elected to the AUCECB in 1969. A graduate of 
the Zaporozh’e Pedagogical Institute, he turned 60 in 1980. 

The election of V. E. Logvinenko (born 1925) as second vice-president 
of the AUCECB was followed in the summer of 1980 by his election as full 
senior presbyter for the RSFSR, replacing or relieving Klimenko of this 
responsibility. His election was somewhat surprising since till 1979 he had 
been serving as presbyter of the church in Odessa which is located in the 
Ukraine. But he is a Russian, of Evangelical Christian background, who en- 
joys much broader respect than this local base would have suggested. He 
was elected to the AUCECB in 1974 without a dissenting vote. He received 
a diploma as building engineer through evening school. Some observers 
think he can match Dukhonchenko in ability. In particular he appears to 
have the ability to inspire his colleagues to exercise their gifts, perhaps be- 
cause he appears content to leave the limelight to others. 

His two associates actually have broader leadership experience. Jacob 
Fast was born in 1929 in Alexanderwohl (Molotschna), experienced some of 
the resettlements of the German Mennonites, and came to Novosibirsk in 
1949. Two years later he was converted and baptized and was ordained a 
deacon in 1962. By 1964 he was leading the German wing of the congrega- 
tion, yet working full time as an electric welder. In 1968 he became assistant 
senior presbyter of Western Siberia (till 1974), but also spent considerable 
time traveling throughout the Soviet Union to visit the German congrega- 
tions. First elected to the AUCECB in 1966 to represent the Mennonite 
Brethren, he was elected to the ten-member presidium in 1974. In fact, his 
new post as deputy senior presbyter for the RSFSR (which will bring him to 
Moscow) is also a Mennonite’ post. He is widely admired and loved and is 
an excellent preacher although he has not completed theological study. 
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Peter K. Shatrov (born 1928) was converted in 1946, baptized and be- 
came presbyter in a Pentecostal congregation which adhered to the 
Smorodintsy. In 1956 his group joined the Leningrad ECB church, where 
he became a preacher, In 1968 Ilia Ivanov brought him to Moscow where 
he became a full-time “Inspector of the AUCECB,” meaning that he was 
the staff representative for the Pentecostals, as Viktor Kriger had become 
for the Mennonites. The following year he was elected to the AUCECB and 
in 1974 to the presidium, having become by then the major Pentecostal 
spokesman. He lacks the charming manner of some of his associates, but ap- 
pears capable, and fellow Pentecostals have come to recognize that he has 
sought to improve their position. 

It will be difficult to find a replacement for Nikolai A, Kolesnikov as 
senior presbyter for Kazakhstan. He is only 48 and projects a youthful vigor, 
especially in his fiery preaching. Like Logvinenko he began in Odessa 
where he was converted in 1952, began preaching, and was ordained 
presbyter in 1961. He completed the first Bible correspondence course and 
was elected senior presbyter for Kazakhstan in 1971, having served as 
assistant and de facto leader several years previously already. He now 
assumes the powerful position of AUCECB treasurer. 

The new leaders who are to move to Moscow still need to obtain 
residence permits which is a major difficulty. Andrei Klimenko only 
managed to obtain an apartment when a church member surrendered his 
and moved to another city. Moscow is an attractive city which means that 
leaders already living there will find it difficult to move. Their time as full- 
time employees of the AUCECB was not entered into their work logbook so 
they cannot hope for a large state pension were they to return to secular em- 
ployment. Fortunately, the AUCECB now provides a pension fund. 
Another factor making regular leadership changes difficult is the natural at- 
traction of the exercise of power. 

Yet the membership tends to grow suspicious, the longer an individual 
remains in high office, From the church members’ point of view, based on 
local experiences, they know that the state officials are constantly trying to 
force the church leaders to compromise. With each passing year the leaders 
will need to make many smaller compromises that do not seem important 
until they have been gradually bent, Such leaders, the members feel, the 
state would be happy to keep in office longer, whereas if a leader remains 
firmly loyal to the church, the authorities would exert pressure to have him 
replaced. This suspicion by the.membership places the leaders in a most 
unenviable position. ; 
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New Time of Troubles for the CCECB 

If the AUCECB projected growth and confidence, the CCECB could 
only envision a bleak future. Instead of freeing their general secretary and 
legalizing the union, the authorities had exchanged Georgi Vins and four 
Soviet dissidents for two Soviet spies kept in America. This eased the per- 
sonal physical suffering of Vins and his family, but it was a major blow to 
the CCECB. Their union had even less chance of getting legal recognition 
now and another capable leader had been rendered harmless through de- 
portation. The Samizdat network continued to function and there were 
small triumphs of faith to report but the primary news concerned a wave of 
renewed state repression. 

The new CCECB membership elected in 1976 still included 10 
persons but not all were at liberty.42 Ivan Ia. Antonov-read the report at a 
meeting in December 1976, a function that should have been done by Vins 
or Gennadi Kriuchkov, who was in hiding. In order to strengthen their work 
they added B. Ia. Schmidt to the council and four candidate members and 
added Ia. G. Skorniakov to the evangelist department.“# Missing from these 
lists were men like §. G. Dubovoi and P. A. Iakimenkov, who had come into 
conflict with Kriuchkov. By 1979 the Bulletin was full of appeals on behalf 
of three evangelists (Pavel Rytikov, Peter P. Peters, and Ia. G. Skorniakov), 
all of whom were back in prison. In the summer of 1979 Ivan Ia. Antonov 
was arrested and a month before he was due to go on pension, he received a 
two-year sentence under the parasite laws for not being employed. In 
November another well-known leader, M. I. Khorev, was arrested. K. K. 
Kreker and D. V. Miniakov complained about increased harassment and ex- 
pected arrest. In the absence of Vins, the CCECB had elected Nikolai G. 
Baturin as acting secretary, but he too was arrested on 5 November 1979.4 

Baturin and an-associate had been arrested as they were correcting 
proofs for the journal Vestnik Istiny (Herald of Truth) which had replaced 
the old Vestnik Spasenie (Herald of Salvation), the new one being printed 
on the secret printing press. The publication department of the CCECB 


‘was to suffer more blows in 1979. Already on April 11, 1979, a bookbinding 


operation in Moldavia had been discovered. They had been preparing 
1,380 copies of Bulletin No. 60, which they had then given to two brothers, 
Nikolai and Alexander Chekh, to transport to Moscow. Valentina Na- 
prienko and Georgi Dzhurik were sentenced to three and two years prison 
respectively while the Chekh brothers lost their automobile and had 20 
percent of their wages withheld.4* Then on 19 January 1980 another print- 
ing press was discovered in Staryi Kadaki near Dnepropetrovsk. Four 
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persons were arrested as they were preparing the next issue of Vestnik 
Istiny. Still another printing press in the village of Glivenki (Krasnoder) was 
discovered on June 18, 1980 and four persons were arrested. These have 
been serious hindrances to the work but there are other printing presses still 
operating and no doubt still others will be built.46 

The apparent easing of the situation through unconditional church 
registration was also coming to an end. Bratskii Listok, the official CCECB 
journal, in late 1979 printed a number of documents, all of which carried 
the same general message.47 The authorities had sent the registered 
CCECB affiliates forms to fill out in which they were asked to provide in- 
formation on their activities. The congregation in Vinnitsa, Ukraine, was to 
supply details not only on total income but also on all expenses, including 
how much had been paid to the Peace Fund and the fund for preserving ar- 
chitectural monuments. The church in Ordzhonikidze received a list of 17 
prohibitions which was a summary of the legislation on cults which they 
had not promised to obey in all details when they first registered. In 
response, these churches returned their registration papers and the CCECB 
wamed all the churches to be certain to maintain full independence of their 
church from the state. 


New Frontiers 

1. Clergy Education. Where the presbyter maintains a good relation- 
ship to the senior presbyter and listens to the counsel of brethren elected by 
the church, where the presbyter pays attention to the needs of the church, 
“there the work of unity is strengthened and the church grows spiritually 
and in numbers. ’’48 Such was the advice which Andrei Klimenko repeatedly 
gave to local leaders. The leaders were responsible for the spiritual life of 
the church, but they must not lord it over the members. 

During the anti-church campaign of the early sixties, the local church 
council consisting of laymen was given increased power in order to break 
the influence of the clergy. The AUCECB itself had been forced to issue a 
statute that dramatically strengthened the powers of the senior presbyter 
over against the local clergy but restricted the role of the senior presbyter to 
a non-preaching supervisor. Now, as pressures on them eased, the Moscow 
leadership placed heavy emphasis on restoring the spiritual role and in- 
fluence of both presbyter and senior presbyter. It was especially an em- 
phasis on leadership style. Style of leadership would be crucial for the future 
of a modern church no longer as ready to accept authoritarianism but look- 
ing for spiritual examples who could motivate them. When the seminary 
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would finally open its doors, it would be possible to train a handful of better 
quality workers, but most leaders would need to rely on available literature 
to teach themselves, 


2. Church and Society. Russian evangelical pronouncements on 
church and society have often resembled a tightrope balancing act. As 
Alexander Karev reminded his listeners in 1969, all forms of social activity 
such as caring for orphans, the sick, the aged, and the needy, “have been 
taken over by the state which is carrying out this grand task fully. ... 
Therefore the church has no need to conduct this function.’’4? At the same 
time, since state officials were also concerned that religious sectarians 
should not be isolated from society, Bratskii Vestnik frequently advised local 
leaders to involve themselves in local cultural affairs.5° The Bible proclaims 
a strong message of Christian responsibility toward society—the Apostle 
James defining true religion as “to take care of orphans and widows in their 
suffering and to keep oneself from being corrupted by the world” (Jas. 
1:27). These somewhat contradictory concerns meant that Soviet evangel- 
ical pronouncements on church and society were difficult to interpret. 

Alexander Karev wanted his listeners to be realistic. The Reform 
Baptists, he said, were trying to fly in the heavens like the eagle but they 
have not learned how to walk on earth. Once they learned that, the divi- 
sions would disappear “and the 13th chapter of Romans will not surprise 
anyone. 5! He therefore tended to emphasize a Christian’s obligation to 
obey state law. Since then gradual but noticeable changes in the church- 
state situation have influenced AUCECB utterances about society. 

Alexei Bychkov, for example, drew attention to the democratization 
process which offered hope that local disagreements could be settled in a 
fashion agreeable to all.52 He urged the members not to isolate themselves 
from society but to develop good relations with the people about them, 
showing them goodwill and love. By gaining local recognition as useful 
members of society, they could help alleviate the antagonism toward believ- 
ers. In the latest lengthy statement, Arthur Mitskevich went much further 
than previously in advocating Christian involvement in society. The task of 
the Christian was to ease suffering, both physical and spiritual illness. The 
Christian, he said, “rejoices and cooperates in the construction of each new 
hospital, sanitorium, kindergarten, and home for the aged. ’’53 

In his speech to congress delegates, Alexei Bychkov probably spoke as 
frankly and boldly as any of his colleagues have so far. He pointed out that 
in socialist society there is no contradiction between work and capital, work 
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is honorable, and such a society struggles for peace. Those were also the 
principles for a Christian. Bychkov added that “our Christian convictions 
call us not to ignore inadequacies and the problems of our society, but to 
bring a positive contribution to overcoming and eliminating them.”% 
Further he expressed the hope that further reworking of the Soviet constitu- 
tion “will concern also the legislation on the activities of religious societies.” 

With considerable confidence he challenged a major societal miscon- 
ception which has been systematically fostered by the state: 


in society the opinion dominates, that religion is a vestige of the past. We 
are called servants of “ideas that have passed.” Certain Christians are 
saddened by the threat of this widespread view, also by the arguments 
conducted against belief in God in the name of omnipotent science, by 
the self-reliance of man, and also by the sufferings and injustice reigning 
in the world. That raises the question among us: “Where is our God?” 
We answer: “God is my strength and my song; He is my salvation” (Ps. 
117:12).55 


The emphasis on full obedience to the state remains, but AUCECB 
members (like CCECB members) are concerned when the state demands 
obedience violating conscience. Mitskevich in a lengthy passage which 
again repeated the advice from 1 Timothy to pray for all in authority so that 
they might live a quiet and peaceful life added a few bold qualifications. 
Romans 18, he said, demanded unconditional obedience to the law “if such 
laws do not restrict the free exercise of the duties of our Christian faith.”% 
Mitskevich also tried to get his readers to realize that it is not only Christians 
who do good but that the Bible also records illustrations of how the Persian 
King Cyrus helped Ezra build the temple in Jerusalem. It was still an affir- 
mation of the quietist approach, but did seem to suggest a growing desire 
for Christians to participate in the large undertakings for social welfare. 

There was some hope that Soviet evangelicals might become involved 
in social service ministries in developing countries, but so far such a 
cooperative venture under international Baptist or Mennonite auspices has 
been foiled. But their representatives have participated in many interna- 
tional conferences devoted to justice and development in the Third World. 
There are indicators that further involvement might be possible together 
with other East European churches through WCC initiative. 


3, Secularization. Although less apparent in the Soviet Union than in 
the West, secularization and affluence have begun to influence Soviet evan- 
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gelicals, This constitutes both a problem and a challenge. There is a prob- 
lem of having developed an ingrown cliché language which makes it dif- 
ficult to communicate to the world about them, There is also the problem of 
what could be described as Soviet cant—the excessive verbalizing of 
Marxist ideals while hypocritically pursuing a highly individualized struggle 
for personal success and affluence.5” Will Soviet evangelicals be mastered 


by affluence or will they represent a strata of socially concerned individuals . 


who will take seriously the social idealism of Marxism? A further challenge 
is to persuade the state to become consciously secular so that the necessary 
separation of church and state might finally become a reality. 


4. Unity and Structural Change. During the past five years it was the 
tense relations with Pentecostals that again became the major unity prob- 
lem. The leaders held special talks with Pentecostals in Kiev, Moscow, and 
in Kharkov and regularly advised senior presbyters and presbyters to be fair 
and non-partisan in their dealings. Klimenko urged the leaders to follow 
Paul’s advice of being all things to all men, to listen and show love accord- 
ing to Christ’s method rather than to hurry to give “my views” on points of 
conflict.58 The solution to the tension appeared to be a new movement 
toward autonomous registration which Klimenko fully endorsed. As a 
union, however, they insisted on strict adherence to the August Agreement 
but stressed warm relations toward Pentecostals registered autonomously, 
Ten presbyters from the latter group were enrolled in the Bible cor- 
respondence course and some of their churches received copies of Brats 
Vestnik and Bibles.*° 

During the same period relations with the Mennonite Brethren had 
also developed increased tensions. In the Omsk region were many Men- 
nonite Brethren congregations that opposed registration. Others in the 
union threatened withdrawal because of Moscow's connections with the 
ecumenical movement. At the 1979 Congress German spokesman Abram 
Fast had urged a change to observer status. When German delegates met in 
caucus during the congress, they explained to foreign guests that they an- 
ticipated local church splits if they returned home with no change to report. 

Andrei Klimenko reported that there were now 58 congregations of 
German-speaking Mennonites in the union and that a number of Germans 
had been elected as assistant senior presbyters.® Klimenko, however, felt 
that the work toward unity remained inadequate. Those Mennonite 


Brethren not in the union were “very poorly acquainted with our confession 


of faith and statutes.’ And they also received very limited information by 
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letter from the Mennonite Brethren. Jacob Fast, Traugott Kviring, and Vik- 
tor Kriger had visited many churches, “but we consider that such visits 
should be increased, since at the congress it was said: ‘We elect brethren so 
that they will visit us.’ 62 Beginning in 1978 there was a new breakthrough 
in the strongly Mennonite Orenburg Oblast. Klimenko and Kriger were 
able to visit, and Bratskii Vestnik reported the existence of at least seven 
churches.® The appointment of a separate senior presbyter is anticipated. 

Must the unity formulas of 1944 and 1945 which produced the Union 
of Evangelical Christians, Baptists, and Pentecostals remain forever? In 
1977 leading Pentecostal spokesmen were still proposing a structural 
change in the union in order to reduce tensions between Pentecostals and 
Baptists. This appeared to be threatening to the Moscow leadership and 
they advised that instead of structural change regional senior presbyters and 
local presbyters should work harder at improving relations between Baptists 
and Pentecostals. Rather than relying on organizational structures, they 
hope to maintain unity by relying on personalities. 

Some restructuring is, however, underway, and more will be necessary 
in the future. In May 1979 an administrative system based on the Ukrainian 
model had been introduced for the RSFSR. Would this be a step forward or 
backward? It will clearly strengthen church administration in an area that 
was long neglected because the All-Union Council leaders were preoc- 
cupied with national and international issues and could not devote the 
necessary attention to provincial matters. Since 1978 the northern and 
eastern areas of the RSFSR have experienced major revivals and a more 
coordinated administrative structure may help retain the new growth and 
give it permanence. 

In spite of the decision not to restructure the organization in order to 
please the Pentecostals, the AUCECB decided to engage evangelists and 
assistant senior presbyters whose primary task was to concentrate on unity 
between Pentecostals and Baptists. This again demonstrated a reliance on 
personalities rather than structure. When Peter Shatrov lost the confidence 
of the delegates, the Pentecostals understood it as an affront. Forming a 
separate union depended on getting state approval which seemed possible. 
It also depended on gaining the support of the independent Pentecostals. In 
the end caution prevailed but a parting of the ways seems a matter of time. 


5. New Confession of Faith. Since 1966 the AUCECB has been at- 
tempting to draft a new confession of faith. In 1977 Bychkov reported that 
they had collected and translated the statutes and confessions of faith of a 





New Frontiers After 1974 44] 


variety of evangelical bodies in Poland, East and West Germany, and 
America.® A new confession of faith was intended to help them articulate 
their theology. The challenge before them is to attempt an evangelical 


- theology unique to the Soviet context. Will it serve to identify new goals for 


the future? Will such a confession of faith be able to surmount the denomi- 
national rivalries and still not be too watered down? A draft which a 
number of local congregations had already approved was ready for the 1979 
Congress but the leaders did not feel confident to submit it. It was finally 
printed in draft form in Bratskii Vestnik 4/80 with a request to send in com- 
ments. 


6. Youth Work. This is clearly a major frontier for the eighties. The 
AUCECB remains severely restricted. Leaders are concerned about losing 
young people to the CCECB, who they feel play on the minds of young 


‘people against them. Such criticism, however, achieves little. The leaders, 


including local presbyters, are challenged with the risk of encouraging and 
directing the creative energies of the youth while avoiding the wrath of the 
authorities, Should they restrain the young people through excessive cau- 
tion, the events of 1961 may be repeated. More of the taboo on youth work 
was broken at the 1979 Congress. Will the youth department that delegates 
asked for ever become reality? 


7. A Missionary Challenge. Soviet evangelicals are a minority group in 
a population of 260 million people. Recently Soviet scholars claimed that 90 
percent of the population is atheistic.6¢ The majority of these are by now 
fully pagan in the sense that they are entirely ignorant of religion. Their 
atheism was not a deliberate choice after a careful assessment of the claims 
of Christianity. 

Alexander Karev often urged the members to commit themselves to a 
church seeking to restore New Testament Christianity. That task was also 
affirmed by Bychkov. The restitution of apostolic Christianity must also in- 
clude the missionary vision and the activism of the apostolic church. For So- 
viet evangelicals this poses a major challenge. Many will be watching to see 
how much time the new department on evangelism and church unity will 
devote to unity and how much time to evangelism. Will they really send 
evangelists on tours as in the twenties? 

Being faithful to the missionary task requires identification of goals 
and resources. Increasing numbers of young people are returning to reli- 
gion, and young people represent a significant percentage of the Soviet 
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population. Successful proselytization among Soviet young people requires 
younger trained leadership. Will Soviet evangelicals be able to produce 
such leaders and will the older members trust them? Already in 1974 
Bychkov drew attention to the urbanization process. In order to reach the 
increasing number of urbanites, Soviet evangelicals will need to develop 
considerable expertise. 

Generally speaking, Soviet evangelicals are confronted with the need 
for better-educated missionaries able to employ flexible approaches for a 
modern paganized society. Christians elsewhere in the world are following 
their progress with interest because the Soviets are clearly living in the post- 
Christian society now also emerging in the West. Soviet evangelicals appear 
to be embarked on a growth decade—they must be doing something right. 


Conclusion: The Dangers of Normalization 

Although the AUCECB now finds itself in a situation of normalization 

where state pressure has eased considerably, both sides affirm that the 
church-state relationship is an enemy relationship. The state is still commit- 
ted to the eventual eradication of religion, whereas the church fully expects 
to remain in existence until the return of its Lord. What is the significance 
of the modus vivendi that has been reached? How will it affect the ideology 
of the state and the ideology of the church? Will the AUCECB continue to 
think like a free church? Are there not signs pointing toward a state-church 
mentality? Soviet sociologists have recently made this claim. 
_ Reform Baptist leaders still emphasize that nothing has changed, that 
the persecution is as intense as it ever was, and they also charge that the 
AUCECB continues to be seriously compromised with the state.67 The 
Reformers are indeed being persecuted more seriously again, but they are 
mistaken in claiming that nothing has changed. Change is inevitable. As we 
have seen, the AUCECB grew from 250,000 in 1968 to around 350,000 by 
1980, This resulted in a new membership and also in a new leadership. 
There were no major changes in orientation, but a series of gradual steps 
toward a more genuine free church are apparent. 

The growth of the evangelicals still represents a threat to the state and 
it is quite conceivable that new measures might be undertaken to stop the 
growth. From the evangelicals’ perspective, however, a decline in 
membership would represent a serious threat to their continued existence. 
In fact, even maintaining the status quo would result in a loss of mo- 
mentum. 

Perhaps the greatest danger of the present normalization is the 
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absence of a leadership type that played a vital role throughout the Old and 
New Testaments. The AUCECB is singularly lacking in prophets— 
prophets who can enunciate the necessary criticism to prevent them from 
unthinking accommodation to the state. Will the younger generation in- 
clude prophetic types and will the AUCECB find a place for them or will 
they be shunted into dissidence as happened earlier? The CCECB has also 
lost much of its prophetic influence on the larger union. With Georgi Vins 
and other leaders permanently eliminated from the Soviet scene, they too 
are in search of new leadership and vision. Perhaps a prophet with an ap- 
propriately moderate style will come forward. 
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We have experienced too much which prevents us from 
believing in Marx, either in the old Marx or the young one, or 
in the scientific or the utopian one. At its best, communism 
challenges us to a unity of the body but without the soul— 
but we want wholeness in its fullness. 


—Orthodox Youth Seminar _ 
in Soviet Union, 1979 


16 The Evangelical in Soviet Society: 
Some Conclusions 


Will Soviet evangelicals succeed in convincing the Soviet state that 
they have something positive to offer in building Soviet society? At present 
it is clear that communist officials and Christians are ideological opponents. 
That will only change when atheism ceases to be a requirement for party 
membership and state and party are no longer fused. The majority of Soviet 
evangelicals have demonstrated political loyalty to the satisfaction of Soviet 
authorities. But so far Soviet evangelicals have said little about their role in 
Soviet society. Their primary achievement has been to demonstrate that 
evangelicals can exist, can even flourish at times, in an aggressively Marxist 
society. ; , 

One of the results of the increased Western and ecumenical influences, 
perhaps also of their own Bible study, will be to move them beyond an 
apolitical position that is content to maintain its religious ritual. Will they 
move further in the direction of an uncritical support of the state, or will 
they perform a prophetic role? Reform Baptists clearly see themselves in a 
prophetic role, yet their voice appears to be diminishing. Alexei Bychkov's 
surprisingly bold challenge to the official dogma that religion belongs to the 
past hints at a prophetic role for the AUCECB that may need to be taken 
seriously. The challenge is to steer a course that avoids a state-church 
mentality committed to fostering the national culture and to maintaining 
political stability, but that also. avoids the isolationism of narrow sectar- 
ianism. 
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By limiting this book to the Soviet evangelical movement since World 
War II, the movement's Soviet character seems more pronounced. Official 
religious life had virtually ceased during the Stalinist purges of the thirties, 
After the war there was a new administrative structure for what became 
very much a new movement after the outbreak of revivals, Most delegates 
attending the recent All-Union Congress traced their spiritual beginnings to 
the postwar period, 60 percent of them having been baptized during the re- 
vival years. They have had a new history in a Soviet context of rebuilding 
society. For the evangelicals this brought new working conditions, new prob- 
lems, but also new zeal. 

The most significant fact about their new existence was that the evan- 
gelical movement had survived, In their tradition, they had neither 
hierarchy nor a strong sense of apostolic succession. That had meant that 
even though their leaders were arrested and many had perished in the 
camps, there were always others to step into their places. These dared to 
preach without getting a theological degree first, because educational re- 
quirements had never been a prerequisite for preaching. There had been 
objections to women serving as preachers, but in a time of need it was the 
women who often maintained a functioning church life. Since communion 
and even baptism have no sacramental significance for evangelicals, the 
practice of these ordinances could wait until an ordained minister managed 
to visit. Much more, they were driven by a sense of the priesthood of all 
believers. Mother and father were responsible first of all for the most basic 
cell group of the church—their own family. Even if regular services were 
impossible, the children were sure to get religious instruction at home. All 
they needed for that was a Bible, but many had to manage without for a 
long time. Its absence remained their major problem. 

The new conditions had transformed them. Their members had never 
been wealthy, but their early leaders were either well educated like Prok- 
hanov and Kargel, or were wealthy farmers like Mazaev. The sober lifestyle 
expected of an evangelical resulted in a work ethic that brought them into 
the upper-or middle-class peasant bracket. Those classes were forcibly 
eliminated in the thirties, and when new elites developed in recent decades, 
religious discrimination guaranteed that evangelicals remained among the 
lowest of the proletariat. Thanks to this factor, they continue to appeal to 
the lowest class of Soviet society, whereas in other countries such as Britain 
- or America, each new free church began as a lower class movement but 
then gained respectability. 

The new conditions had transformed their structures, The new union, 
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Evangelist Josef D. Bondarenko leading service in his church in Riga not long before his arrest in 
August 1978. While awaiting trial and sentencing to three years, he suffered a heart attack, (Photo 
courtesy of Keston College) 
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ABOVE: Widely known Reform Baptist evangelist Josef D. Bondarenko with his family. 


TOP RIGHT: Young people contributing to service. Many bring their tape recorders in order to 
share the program in other towns. 


BOTTOM RIGHT: Meeting place of unregistered Reform Baptists near Leningrad (1979). (Photos 
courtesy of Keston College) 
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TOP LEFT: Believers surveying the ruins of their hastily erected church building which the au- 
thorities destroyed in Alma-Ata, Kazakhstan (1977). (Photo courtesy of Friedensstimme) 
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BOTTOM LEFT: Peter Tkachenko in exile 1977. (Photos at left courtesy of Friedensstimme) 
ABOVE: Six photographs showing successive dismantling of the electric meter in the home of Gen- 


nadi Kriuchkov in April 1974. They discovered a bugging device (American-made!) that had been 
installed in order to help trace the whereabouts of Kriuchkov. (Photo courtesy of Keston College) 
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TOP: Rostov church conducts communion in the forest. 


BOTTOM: The Rostov Reform Baptist congregation on the way to a meeting in the countryside. 
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TOP: Rostov Reform Baptists meeting outside (1979) because of continuous harassment. 


BOTTOM: Rostov Reform Baptists meeting outside. (Photos on both pages courtesy Friedens- 
stimme) 
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The police attempted to interfere in baptismal services of Reform Baptists in Chernovitsy in 1979, 
but the baptismal candidates remained in the water till everyone had been baptized. (Photos on 
both pages courtesy of Friedensstimme) 





| to the Soviet au- 
TOP: A member of the Rostov Reform Baptist church signs a document of appea 
thoritles to cease the harassment and release the workers such as Peter P. Peters. (1979) 
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BOTTOM: Reform Baptists in Rostov signing documents of appeal to state authorities. 
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TOP: Local police captain Valery Kostar In Novala-Sinchirala (Moidavia) attempting to break up a 
baptismal service. (Photo courtesy of Friedensstimme) 


BOTTOM: CCECB member Peter Rumachik. By 1979 he had served 11% years in prison, labor 
camps, and exile. 
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TOP: KGB agent Valerii Baraban attempting to break up baptismal service in Novaia-Sinchiraia, 
Moldavia. (Both photos courtesy of Friedensstimme) 


BOTTOM: Reform Baptist baptismal service in Novaia-Sinchiraia, Moldavia, continues despite 
police attempts to stop it. (Summer 1979) 
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Ivan Osalskii and Andrei Buratchuk lead a Reform Baptist congregation in Moldavia that is forced 
to meet outside. (Photos on both pages courtesy of Friedensstimme) 
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TOP: Increasing numbers of Reform Baptist congregations in Moldavia are forced to meet outside. 


BOTTOM: Communion under the trees in Moldavia in the summer of 1979. 
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TOP: Vasili Kosovan’s family living in Novala-Sinchirala, Moldavia. (Both photos courtesy of 
Friedensstimme) 


BOTTOM: Vasili Kosovan with a trunkful of paper he was transporting for the secret printing press, 
Khristianin. (April 1979) 
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TOP: CCECB member Ivan Antonov with his family before his imprisonment in June 1979. 
BOTTOM: A trunktul of paper that Philip Borinskii was transporting for the secret printing press, 
Khristianin. He was arrested April 9, 1979, and sentenced to three years in prison. (Photo 
courtesy of Friedensstimme) 
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born in 1944, was never formally approved by the local churches. The new 
leadership managed to direct church activities without calling a congress of 
delegates until a major split forced them to nearly 20 years later. By then 
the leaders had learned an authoritarian leadership style that is still proving 
difficult to unlearn. The new union was supposed to fuse distinct denomi- 

: nations into one so that the new evangelical simply identified himself as 
Evangelical Christian Baptist or ECB. But the resultant structural rigidity is 
regularly challenged, 

When church life became possible again after the war, a religious re- 
vival swept through the Soviet Union with a force that has not yet been 
forgotten. Usually there was no visible leadership for the revival and cer- 
tainly no centralized coordination of it. The requirement for registration 
placed restraints on this growth, and outright state harassment resulted in 
waves of revival alternated by waves of repression. In this context Soviet 
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{ evangelicals first learned their unique techniques for church growth. The 
week of prayer in the new year became an opportunity for daily evangelistic 
7 meetings. Visiting preachers were forbidden by law, and as a result they 


developed the “greeting” as a new form of proclamation. Financial collec- 
: tions at such services sometimes were used to pay for the evangelist’ s 
services indirectly—by paying fines to the local authorities! Sunday school 
: and youth groups were legally forbidden, but birthday parties and choir 
practices became de facto substitutes. Elsewhere the atmosphere of an 
evangelistic meeting might be inappropriate at a funeral, but for Soviet 
evangelicals it was a major opportunity to hold an evangelistic rally out- 
doors with a guarantee that many unbelievers would be present. In spite of 
the wavelike character of these revivals, their persistence produced a new 
hope for the conversion of Russia. 

The new Soviet evangelicals tried to present a united front. Earlier 
unity attempts had been complicated by minor theological differences 
which the evangelicals took so seriously. But the chief difficulties had been 
due to too many leaders with prickly personalities and to the competition 
for church members which was jeopardizing their attempts to exercise 
church discipline. The new union was shaky from the start because its crea- 
tion violated the principle of congregationalism. Congregationalism was not 
restored till 1966. A further problem that refuses to go away is the distrust of 

the leadership because state officials continue to interfere in elections and 
Philip Borinskil’s family on their knees in prayer for him following his arrest for transporting paper other church decisions. . 
for Khristianin. (Photo courtesy of Friedensstimme) In one sense unity has withstood the test of time because the 
AUCECB still exists today. But it is also evident that not only did the 
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Reform Baptist split deal the union a powerful blow, the AUCECB is a 
more unstable union today than it was in 1945, It was a state requirement 
that all evangelicals should be in one union, therefore the Pentecostals were 
forced to join in order to be able to exist legally. Perhaps the state specified 
some of the anti-Pentecostal restrictions expressed in the August 
Agreement, but the staunch Baptists in the union have also maintained an 
anti-Pentecostal bias. Perhaps the emphasis on a fusion of the different de- 
nominations into one new denomination was too demanding. A unification 
of different denominational unions, while still maintaining some sense of 
distinctness, might have proved more successful. As it is, the Pentecostals 
are seriously considering leaving the AUCECB (they were never welcome 
in the CCECB) and that will very likely set the Mennonite Brethren to 
reeyaluating their relationship, 

Soviet evangelical involvement in society has been restricted to war 
and peace. From a movement where the majority were pacifist, they were 
transformed into proud soldiers defending the motherland, who proclaimed 
that pacifists were untrue to their constitution and to the message of the Bi- 
ble! Then came another metamorphosis when AUCECB leaders became 
active in the peace movement. Now they affirmed that “peace is the will of 
God” but they continued to reject pacifism—the latter remaining a major 
state prohibition. One wonders what they really believe. 

Can their early pacifism be fully suppressed? Is it not the lesson of his- 
tory that war and violence are futile, that revolution by violence breeds 
more violence, more injustice and inhumanity? The biblical thrust is deeply 
pacifistic and the biblical Soviet evangelicals cannot escape this, even if at 
present they try to appease a bad conscience by separating their personal 
and public ethics. Living a gospel of peace has frequently proved to be yery 
costly—what will the pacifist message of the Bible cost in the Soviet Union? 
Will it result in a longer list of prisoners of conscience? Or will constructive 
alternative service become a possibility finally and permit Soviet evangel- 
icals to demonstrate their love of the motherland in something more 
constructive than learning to shoot guns and rockets? 

In the late fifties, Nikita Khrushchev began to push for a rapid 
transformation of the Soviet Union from the intermediate stage of socialism 
to full communism. That meant a major effort to eliminate religion. Of- 
ficially they were going to use educational methods (vospitanie), but the 
administrative measures (administrirovanie) remain in people’s memories 
more vividly. In rapid order, half of the then-existing churches were closed. 
Secret changes in the legislation on cults made the church life that 





The Evangelical in Soviet Society 467 


remained exceedingly difficult. There was little legal protection for the 
church, since few of the new freedoms permitted after 1944 had been incor- 
porated into the law. As the antireligious propaganda campaign continued 
its embarrassingly semi-literate attack, a resistance movement developed 
that eventually forced the state authorities to abandon many aspects of the 
campaign. The first dissent came from the Baptists, whose skill in com- 
municating with each other through the illegal Samizdat channel soon was 
followed by other religious and also political dissenters. Due in large part to 
this Samizdat, the Western public became aware of what had happened. At 
present few religious persons are arrested without the Western press report- 
ing it. 

The antireligious campaign has been a costly failure. Religion did not 
disappear. Rather, it is now attracting increased interest in the Soviet popu- 
lation. The Soviet Union suffered a loss of face before its own people, as 
well as before world opinion, because of its penchant for crude administriro- 
vanie. The more recent official claims that state policy guarantees religious 
freedom but that overzealous local officials sometimes engage in illegality 
against Christians is an eloquent indication of the still-undeveloped sense of 
legality in the Soviet Union. Even today it is still unclear who has more 
power, the Council for Religious Affairs which reports directly to the 
Council of Ministers, or the KGB. Even vospitanie efforts have had limited 
success. But at least there is promise of better quality propaganda for the fu- 
ture. For church-state relations as they affect the AUCECB there is hope 
that differences can in future be dealt with in open discussions as Alexei 
Bychkov affirmed in his recent congress report. For the Reform Baptists the 
next decade portends renewed pressures and continued polarization 
between church and state officials. 

The Khrushchev campaign was very costly for the evangelicals. Not 
only were there fines, beatings, meetings broken up by the authorities, 
closed churches, and imprisoned leaders, the authorities managed to utilize 
AUCECB leaders to suppress the evangelical activities of their own 
members. The letter of instruction to senior presbyters sent out in 1960 
precipitated a major split that appears to have divided evangelicals perma- 
nently. With this letter and through certain subsequent actions, the 
leadership became compromised in the eyes of the membership. Reformers 
tried to excommunicate the leaders, thereby reducing excommunication 
(which should be a loving corrective) to a weapon of power. But the 
Khrushchev campaign also represented a promise of renewal. As a result of 
it there was considerable self-purging in evangelical ranks, As the evangel- 
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icals enter the eighties, both registered and unregistered evangelicals are 
now more nearly Bible-oriented than they were before the campaign 
began. They are also more aware of their legal rights so that now not only 
the reformers but even AUCECB spokesmen are speaking more frankly. 

The Reform Baptist dissent has made a major impact. Support for 
them peaked in 1966, when they had about 155,000 adherents. At present 
their leaders claim 2,000 congregations with 100,000 members. If that isa 
generous estimate as some claim, then their achievements in publication 
activity are even more impressive. When the leaders were arrested new 
preachers stepped into the gap, with the result that this growth in the 
leadership cadres helped to foster the starting of new churches. Often 
churches started in the new places of exile. The Reformers provided a grow- 
ing list of heroes of the faith which has stimulated the faith of many 
throughout the world. This aspect of their witness remains especially ap- 
pealing to young people—to confess a faith worth going to prison for. 

The impact on the AUCECB was more than a temporary loss of 
membership and an embarrassed leadership. The story of how their union 
was defended is the story of how a resolute membership gradually forced its 
powerless leadership to reform the church. By 1966 the union had finally 
become congregational in polity and successive congresses have continued 
this trend. At the 1979 congress the leaders were obviously at the mercy of 
the delegates, who wanted clear indication that their leaders were carrying 
out delegate wishes. 

The story of frustrated reconciliation attempts highlights the practical 
problems of Christian reconciliation. Reformers began with a strong objec- 
tion to AUCECB policies which they felt violated the gospel. Their own 
positive program was a call for sanctification. When the AUCECB made 
concessions, acknowledged mistakes, and proposed a statement of mutual 
confession, the Reformers always demanded more. Both sides talked about 
reconciliation and reunification as a goal, but were they really serious about 
it? Frustrated reconciliation attempts could not be easily glossed over, for 
this struggle occurred in the context of a critically watchful state. . 

At least, the reunification attempts clarified the issues. Both sides had 
to spell out what sort of separation of church and state they had in mind or 
saw as practical. They were forced to ask themselves how much they were 
prepared to pay for a free church. They had to decide what tactics were jus- 
tified.. Reformers believed in confrontation and valor; the_ registered 
Baptists often opted for the way of discretion as better in the long view. 
Both sides affirmed the importance of unity and of purity or sanctification. 
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Now they were forced to decide which was more important. Essentially the 
AUCECB argued that unity must be the primary concern, whereas the 
Reformers thought unity meaningless without purity. Deciding between 
unity and purity without becoming extremist seems an impossible decision. 
Observing the leading Reformers in the unity talks raises another prob- 
lematic question. At what point does an uncompromising faith become sin- 
ful pride? Watching the AUCECB leaders in these talks causes one to 
wonder why staying in office (power retention) should be so important? 
Would the movement have collapsed had Karev, Zhidkov, and others 
resigned and permitted new leaders to try to do better? The present new 
leadership suggests that the state would have had to take seriously the new 
leaders elected by the will of the membership. The major tragedy in this 
story is that too often the real attraction of the gospel was missing, Both 
sides had their legitimate arguments and weaknesses, but the striking thing 
is that neither side was ready to go the second mile. Is genuine reconcilia- 
tion really possible without that? 

The experience of the other evangelical denominations is instructive. 
Both Pentecostal and Mennonite Brethren had to subordinate themselves to 
the Baptists for the union to function. To the degree that they were willing 
to apply Pentecostal spokesman Panko’s advice to follow the humiliating 
example of Christ (Phil. 2:1-11), they remained happy in the union. 
Increased restiveness, especially by Pentecostals recently, may mean they 
have forgotten this advice. But the Baptists claim that they, too, are follow- 
ing this same Christ. Will they come to recognize that a genuine solution to 
the denominational problem will come only when the Baptists also begin to 
practice Paul’s advice to the Philippians in greater measure? Very likely, 
Pentecostals will opt for a separate union, denominational multiplication is, 
after all, also the Western model. But to separate the disagreeing parties is 
the way of the world; the way of Christ is to create in himself one new man 
in place of the two, so making peace (Eph, 2:15, RSV). 

The question of ecumenism is also complicated by this tension 
between purism and: realism. Evangelicals affirm the desirability of a union 
of evangelicals. In practice this has meant uniformity on the basis of power 
rather than a unity fostering pluralism. To attain a more open union is the 
challenge for church statesmen in the eighties. Abroad, AUCECB 
representatives are present at innumerable ecumenical gatherings. Hereby 
they hope to exert some influence for peace in the world. Their foreign 
visits, which involve describing the freedoms of their own church life and 
require passing over in silence the many negative facts, has at key points 
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helped to reduce criticism of Soviet violations of religious liberty. Whereas 
that function appears to be a requirement for foreign travel, the Russian 
Baptist leaders recognize that these foreign links have become an important 
lifeline whereby they have been assisted in the importation of literature and 
have gained friends who will not remain silent, should a new wave of 
repression start, But the average member, who is often unaware of these 
realistic advantages, but has heard about the misleading emphases of their 
spokesmen abroad, is uncomfortable with ecumenism. Since the Western 
radio preachers denounce the ecumenical movement as the whore of 
Babylon described in the Book of Revelation, they want no part of it. 

Other evangelicals (but also AUCECB member churches) have links 
with East European missions. Do the missions help the work or are they a 
hindrance? That question can be answered only by carefully examining the 
work of each mission individually. But the scandal involving the two big 
missions, Underground Evangelism and the Wurmbrand mission, has given 
the whole enterprise a bad reputation. The financial contributions from the 
missions to the Reform Baptists have contributed to a growing factionalism. 
Perhaps a more major consideration is the pressing need for a major over- 
haul of mission activity in the direction of permitting the recipients greater 
maturity and responsibility, and to practice greater responsibility as 
missions which can do a good work without immediately needing public 
credit for it. The challenge before them is to demonstrate a shared 
leadership function with Soviet evangelicals. Perhaps the radio preachers 
can begin by offering a more nuanced critique and appreciation of the ecu- 
menical movement rather than to spout an undifferentiated anti- 
ecumenism that threatens the unity within the Soviet evangelical move- 
ment. 

From the beginning, the evangelicals were a Bible movement. They 
emphasized Bible reading and Bible preaching and expected biblical living. 
That is, they sought to live according to the lifestyle of the apostolic church. 
Some applied these principles more radically than others in church-state 
relations. In the early twenties their social involvement included creating 
Christian communes. Later the persecution caused them to concentrate on 
the worship of Mary and left the service represented by her sister Martha to 
sister churches in the West. No doubt differing appreciations of what 
constitutes a biblical lifestyle will continue, but whether one looks at the 
Reform Baptists, the independent churches, or the AUCECB affiliates, 
there is no doubt that they very early became and have remained a church 
practicing costly discipleship. 
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Although Bible-centered, Soviet evangelicals have had extremely 
limited opportunities for serious biblical studies. Perhaps an awareness of 
the theological illiteracy or naiveté of Soviet evangelicals will prompt the 


_ reader to undertake to support some major project of theological education. 


Maybe he feels that what the Soviet evangelicals need is Hodge’s or 
Strong's systematic theology in a Russian translation. Yet there is a benefit 
from the biblical simplicity, for without the sophisticated theologizing, they 
may be reflecting the biblical message more nearly than by restating its 
message in philosophical-theological categories that one can label evangel- 
ical. Should not the urge to help be expressed rather in sharing literature 
that fosters biblical study such as Bible dictionaries, concordances and com- 
mentaries, and literature that helps to contextualize the text (i.e., biblical 
and church histories, critical studies of Marxism, etc. )? 

The speakers at the 1979 All-Union Congress communicated a readi- 
ness to enter the next decade with vision. They faced a missionary challenge 
in many areas and voted to create a department of evangelism and unity. 
Georgi Vins of the Reform Baptists has also identified evangelism as the 
continuing major task of his union. His union has always emphasized 
concentrated work with youth and children. Such activity has increased on 
an informal basis in the AUCECB in recent years. Perhaps with the strong 
appeals for a youth department expressed at the last congress, such work 
may become more systematic in the coming decade: But evangelism and 
youth work are precisely those areas where Soviet authorities can be ex- 
pected to be most sensitive, for they still hope to win the youth away from 
religion. It will require a very sensitive evangelical leadership that can 
respond positively to the concerns of children and young people without 
upsetting the authorities unduly. The leaders know that too much restraint 
on their young people may result in another split in their union and neither 
they nor the authorities want that. 

Atheist scholars predict a new crisis for evangelicals because they will 
lose the young people to secularism. As long as the presbyter and other 
believers demonstrate the moral courage and charisma which the atheist 
evangelist appears to lack, young people will be attracted to the church. 
The problem emerges as the Christian youth seek to apply the social 
message of the gospel. Leaders like Bychkov have been urging believers to 
cooperate with social institutions locally in helping build a more just society. 
But there are many evangelicals who fear such involvement as a surrender 
to worldliness. As Soviet society continues to become less ideological, more 
consumer-oriented, and more influenced by Western culture, it will be- 
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come increasingly difficult to distinguish what is worldly and what is Chris- 
tian. 

Those are the concerns behind the heavy emphasis on clergy educa- 
tion that one heard at the last AUCECB congress. Alexei Bychkov an- 
nounced that future students in the correspondence course should be 
persons with a better-quality secular education, persons who were prepared 
to work hard at their studies. But they must also be persons willing to be 
sent to places of need, not simply to provide extra help in the strong central 
city churches. Alexei Bychkov also announced a major project to translate a 
New Testament Bible commentary series into Russian. That should help 
the present untrained clergy improve the quality of the sermons which 
constitute the main nurture for Christians facing a complicated world. 

Reform Baptists still argue that the only way to have a reliable church 
is to have no relations with state officials, claiming that the AUCECB 
leaders in Moscow still live with compromise. Some workers in the Moscow 
offices were sharply criticized at the 1979 congress because their integrity 
was in doubt. Leadership continues to be a fundamental problem. To out- 
side observers, the quality of leadership in the AUCECB has been improv- 


ing and the number of senior presbyters distrusted by their membership has 


_ decreased. New ‘council and presidium members added in 1979 will 
improve the leadership image among the members. Perhaps the most able 
leaders are prevented from serving in elected office due to state constraints, 
but that, too, seems to be less true than formerly. Leadership for both 
AUCECB and CCECB churches is more a burden than a joy. The context 
of decision-making as described in this book is such that few leaders enjoy 
the full trust of the members or of their colleagues. Reform Baptist leaders 
have become factionalized because they cannot fully trust each other except 
in prison. It seemed apparent at the 1979 congress that well-meant efforts 
by AUCECB leaders were sometimes misconstrued. 

Fortunately the New Testament can offer a word of challenge and of 
comfort for such a time. In his relations with the Corinthian church, the 
Apostle Paul had been accused of wrong motives, had seen his actions mis- 
construed, and his words twisted. In reply he asserted that he did not act 
with deceit and proclaimed as his principle of operation: “In the full light of 
truth we live in God’s sight and try to commend ourselves to everyone’s 
good conscience” (2 Cor. 4:2, GNB). Perhaps the Russian evangelical 
leaders, like most of us, recognize the desirability of such a principle but still 
experience it primarily as a distant goal. Yet Paul added an important 
observation which should also apply when we assess Soviet evangelical 
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leaders: “We who have this spiritual treasure are like common clay pots, in 
order to show that the supreme power belongs to God, not to us” (2 Corin- 
thians 4:7, GNB). 

Alexei Bychkov concluded his latest congress report with boldness and 
triumph. Socialism and atheism need not be married together, he declared, 
that was not just the opinion of Christians, but “of many progressive people 
and movements which are striving for peace and justice.” Millions of Chris- 
tians are living in socialist countries and his own church could bear witness 
to the fact that “in socialist countries there is adequate place for the 
activities of the churches.” In fact, quoting his predecessor, he affirmed: 


. The task of the Christian in atheist surroundings consists of showing to 
atheists the most appealing of the sons of men: Jesus Christ. To reveal 
him not only by preaching the Gospel but also in one’s daily life so that 
the atheist will come to believe in him, will bow the knee to him, and 
nee A unbelieving Thomas will say: ““My Lord and my God” (Jn. 

‘ 1 


The likelihood that state opposition against all believers, including the 
various evangelical groupings, will be resumed in the not too distant future 
remains high. At the moment, the Reform Baptists are again experiencing 
intense pressure, and there are signs that their union has been weakened. 
Once that union is eliminated, zealous atheistic authorities will see less need 


:to make concessions to the AUCECB. The average evangelical lives with 


the expectation that, as he puts it, the wind can change any day. But all 
evangelicals can affirm in triumph with Bychkov that “the present and fu- 
ture church is in the hands of Jesus Christ and delivers us from the de- 
pendence on the ideological superstructure of our society.” And so they pro- 
claim the enduring affirmation of the Apostle Paul: 


We are often troubled, but not crushed; sometimes in doubt, but never 
in despair; there are many enemies, but we are never without a friend; 


a badly hurt at times, we are not destroyed (2 Cor. 4:8-9, 


Note for Chapter 16 
1. From the manuscript copy of “Report of the AUCECB to the 42nd All- 


ae ECB Congress,” by Gen. Sec. A. M. Bychkov, Dec. 18-20, 1979, pp. 39 and 





















































Appendix 1 


Statute of Unity, October 27, 1944 


§ 1 
From two unions—the Union of Evangelical Christians and the Union 
of Baptists—one union for the entire territory of the USSR is established: 
the Union of Evangelical Christians and Baptists. 


§ 2 
The leading organ of the Union of Evangelical Christians and Baptists 


is the All-Union Council of Evangelical Christians and Baptists— 
AUCEC-+B. , 


§ 3 


The following are to be elected from the members of the All-Union 
Council of Evangelical Christians and Baptists: Chairman, two vice- 
chairmen (Tovarishchyi), secretary and treasurer, who form the presidium 
of the council. 


§ 4 
The All-Union Council of Evangelical Christians and Baptists has its 
seal on which is written “All-Union Council of Evangelical Christians and 


Baptists’’ and the words on the inner circle: “One Lord, one faith, one bap- 
tism.”” 
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§ 5 
Evangelical Christians and Baptists existing as separate unions before 
the amalgamation are now fused into one society. Congregations, existing 
separately, as congregations either of Evangelical Christians or of Baptists, 
now enter into one union. 


§ 6 


Each congregation, entering the Union of Evangelical Christians and 
Baptists, bears the name: (some specific) Congregation of Evangelical 
Christians and Baptists. 


§ 7 
All a Nc of Evangelical Christians and Baptists must if possi- 


ble have ordained presbyters and deacons in accordance with the Word of 
God: Titus 1:5; Acts 6:1-6; and 1 Tim. 3:1. 


§ 8 
In each congregation baptism, communion, and marriage are 
performed by ordained presbyters. In the absence of such, these activities 
may also be performed by unordained members of congregations, however 
only by charge of the church. 


§ 9 

Baptism and marriage, performed with the laying-on of hands, or 
without laying-on of hands on those baptized and married, has equal force. 
But to attain full unity in church practice, it is eaiinedded that the 
performance of marriage and baptism be done with the laying-on of hands, 
interpreting this action as a form of festive prayer for blessing. Further, in 
the event of more than two baptismal candidates, the laying-on of hands is 
performed by raising the hands above the candidates while pronouncing a 
prayer for them. 


§ 10 
The Lord’s Supper or the breaking of bread may be conducted either 
by breaking the bread into many little pieces, or else by breaking it into two 
or three or several larger pieces. 
Bread and wine are received by the members of the congregations 
canciny, thereby expressing our reverence for the command to break 
read. 





Appendix 2 


The August Agreement, 1945 


The following twelve points were agreed to as a basis of union between 
the Christians of Evangelical Faith (Pentecostal) and the Union of Evange- 
lical Christians and Baptists. Repeated requests for a revision of the 
Agreement has not resulted in any changes. 


§ 1 
- The congregations of the Christians of Evangelical Faith unite with 
congregations of Evangelical Christians and Baptists into one union. 


§ 2 
The single union has its general executiv. 
e center i 
as well asa single treasury. * Ronee 


§ 3 


Representatives of Christians of Evangelical Fai 
aap Lee shah ngelical Faith are also included in 


§ 4 
The spiritual workers of the Christians of Evangeli i in j 
_ The: \ gelical Faith remai 
their spiritual calling which they bore before uniting with vanaelical 
Christians and Baptists, that is, senior presbyters, presbyters, and deacons. 
§ 5 
Both sides recognize that the fullness of powers from on high, spoken 


of in Acts 1:8, may be manifested through the sign of oth 
as without this sign (Acts 2:4; 8:17, 39; 10:46; 19:6) ee er 
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:; “6 

Both sides recognize, on the basis of Holy Scripture, that diverse 
tongues are one of the gifts of the Holy Spirit, not given to all but to some (1 
Cor. 12:4-11). 


This is supported by the words of verse 30 of this chapter: “Do all have | 


the gifts of healing? Do all speak in tongues? Do all interpret?” 
§ 7 
Both sides recognize that unknown tongues without interpretation is 
fruitless, concerning which the Apostle Paul explicitly states: 1 Cor. 14:6-9; 


1 Cor. 14:28; “If there be no interpreter, then keep silent in the church.” 
Both sides uphold this as a rule given by God, through the Apostle Paul. 


§ 8 
Considering the word of the Apostle Paul about the fruitlessness of un- 


known tongues in the absence of an interpreter, both sides agreed to abstain 
from unknown tongues in general meetings. 


- §9 
Recognizing that, along with the operation of the Holy Spirit in the 
services, there may be manifestations leading to the destruction of the de- 
cency and decorum of the service (1 Cor. 14:40), both sides agreed to 


conduct an educational program against this type of manifestation, re- 
membering that God is not a God of confusion, but of peace (1 Cor. 14:38). 
§ 10 
In view of the fact that the Evangelical Christians and the Baptists do 
not practice foot washing, the present agreement recommends that the 
Christians of Evangelical Faith conduct an educational program designed 
to achieve a common understanding with the Evangelical Christians and 
Baptists on this question, aiming toward unity and the uniformity of public 
worship. 
§ 11 
Both sides are to utilize all measures, so that among the Evangelical 
Christians and Baptists on the one hand, and the Christians of Evangelica! 
Faith on the other, the most sincere fraternal and mutual relations will be 
established for reciprocal joy and blessed joint labor. 


§ 12 
After signing the present agreement, both sides will announce the 
unification event to their congregations and will call for a prayer of thanks- 


giving for the great and praiseworthy matter of unity of all Christians in our 
country, who have been born again by faith. 


(BV, 4/57, p. 36) 





Appendix 3 


Constitution of the ECB Church in the USSR 


The following constitution was approved: by a congress of delegates on 
December 19, 1979. The first statute or Sudliation eaced in 1548 was 
never published. The problematic statute of 1960; as well as the revisions 
suggested by the Initsiativniki in 1961 and the constitution as approved in 
1963, are printed in English translation in parallel columns in Michael 
Bourdeaux, Religious Ferment in Russia, pp. 190-210, A major constitu 
tional revision. was. approved in 1966 which involved considerable: renum- 
bering of paragraphs, extensive additions and refinements. At the congress. 
in 1969 and 1979 further amendments were approved. What follows is 
therefore in essence the constitution of 1966 with the changes of 1969 and 
1979 incorporated. Points added in 1969 are printed within square brackets 
[ ] while additions in 1979 are printed within diagonal brackets / /, 

»Other changes are explained in the footnotes, 
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CONSTITUTION OF THE UNION OF THE EVANGELICAL 
CHRISTIAN-BAPTISTS IN THE USSR . 


A wise man knows both time and constitution. —Ecclesiastes 8:5 


I. General Statutes 
§ 1.The ECB Union in the USSR is a voluntary association of 
churches (congregations and groups) of the Evangelical-Baptist faith, desir- 
ing to have fraternal fellowship and to cooperate in the work of God. The 
ECB Union includes Evangelical Christians|-]Baptists, Christians of Evan- 
gelical Faith, and Mennonite / Brethren/. / The addition of other sister 
evangelical denominations is decided by the All-Union Congress. / 


§ 2.The foundation for the doctrines, life and activities of the ECB 
Union is Holy Scripture—the books of the Old and New Testaments (ca- 
nonical). 


§ 3. The ECB Union has the following aims and tasks: 

(a) To help to promote in the life ane activities of the churches / the 
preaching of the gospel/, the confession of faith and the principles of Evan- 
gelical Christian-Baptists. ! 

(b) To help to promote the unity of the Evangelical Christian-Baptists, 
Christians of Evangelical Faith and Mennonite / Brethren/? who are born 
again through the Word of God and the Holy Spirit and have received 
water baptism upon confession of faith (John 17:21-23). 

(c) To help maintain the purity of evangelical teaching in ECB 
churches (Titus 2:17). 
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Il. The Leadership of the ECB Union 


Seeking to maintain the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace. 
—Ephesians 4:3 


§ 4. The supreme organ of the ECB Union is the All-Union Congress 
of church representatives (Acts 15:6), / which have been elected at oblast, 
regional, and republican conferences/. 

An All-Union ECB congress is called, as a rule, once in three [to five] 
years, 

The norms of representation / and election procedures/, place, and 
time of the All-Union Congress are determined by the plenum of the All- 
Union Council of Evangelical Christians and Baptists. 


§ 5.The All-Union ECB Congress meets to examine / and decide/ 
the internal church questions of the Union and of the activities of ECB 
churches: 

(a) Hears and ratifies reports from the AUCECB and its auditing com- 
mission; 

(b) Reviews, changes, and confirms the statutes of the ECB Union; 

(c) Hears and considers papers concerning doctrine and spiritual ques- 
tions, which arise from the life and activity of the churches; 

(d) Elects the leading organs of the Union. 


§ 6. For carrying out the resolutions of the All-Union ECB Congress 
and to conduct, in correspondence with the teachings of Jesus Christ, the 
activities of the ECB Union in the period between congresses, and also for 
external representation, the All-Union Congress elects ae among its par- 
ticipants by open vote, / but with a majority of no less than two thirds of the 
delegates,/ the central leading organ of the Union: the All-Union Council 
of Evangelical Christian-Baptists (AUCECB). / Keeping in mind the 
representation of the evangelical denominations in the Union,/ the AU- 
CECB is elected from the most experienced and worthy workers of the 
churches (Acts 6:3; 20:28). 


§ 7.The AUCECB elects a presidium from among its‘members. / De- 
partments subordinate to the AUCECB presidium for carrying out its work’ 
are: evangelism and Christian unity; the preparation and qualification of 
church workers and the leaders of music and singing; international; pub- 
lishing, finance and management. 

Persons responsbile for the work of a department must be members of 
the AUCECB, approved by the plenum of the AUCECB. / 


§ 8.The AUCECB plenum meets as necessary, but at least once a 
year, 
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§ 9. The AUCECB is responsible for: 
(a) Putting into action the tasks of the ECB Union, as stated in Para- 


graph 8 of this constitution, and to carry out the resolutions of the All-Union , 


Congress of ECB; 

(b) Maintaining ties with local churches (congregations and groups) 
and to conudct these activities in correspondence with Holy Scripture, the 
constitution, and the decisions of the ECB Congress, both by means of let- 
ter correspondence, and also by visiting them; 

(c) Helping local churches in inner-church spiritual questions both 
ue senior presbyters and oblast councils of presbyters, as well as. 

irectly; 
(d) Maintaining contact with churches close to it in faith and with / re- 
ligious/ unions and organizations in foreign countries* through cor- 
respondence, sending its representatives to their congresses and 
conferences, and also-inviting foreign spiritual workers to the USSR; 

(e) Preparing / and qualifying senior presbyters,/ presbyters, / dea- 
cons,/ preachers and choral directors through Bible and choral courses, / 
conferences for spiritual edification/ and seminars. 

(f) Publishing / Bibles,/ journals, and other spiritual literature 
necessary for ECB churches; ; 

(g) Maintaining a list of churches,‘ presbyters and the number of 
members belonging to the Union; 

(h) Representing the interests of the churches (congregations and 
groups) belonging to the Union before state organs. 

In correspondence with Holy Scripture (Mt. 22:21; Rom. 18:1-5; Titus: 
3:1, 2} the AUCECB and the churches belonging to the Union respect and 
observe the laws of the country in those activities not concerned with the in- 
ner spiritual life of the believers. 


§ 10. The financial means of the ECB Union consist of freewill: offer- 
ings and income for carrying out the activities of the AUCECB in accor- 
dance with budget estimates. The financial resources of the Union are kept 
on current account in the state bank. 


§ 11. The auditing of finances, documents and financial reports of the 
AUCECB [and the senior presbyters] is carried out by an auditing com- 
mission elected in open voting / with no less than a two thirds majority of 
the delegates/ of the All-Union Congress and consists of seven> members. 
The auditing cornmission. reports the results of its audits to the regular All- 
Union ECB Congress, and also at plenary sessions of the AUCECB: 


§ 12. The AUCECB has a seal and a stamp: 
§ 13. The AUCECB has an office under the presidium in the city of 


Moscow. Only church members may be office workers. / A working 
contract must be concluded with each of them./ 
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III. Senior Presbyters, Presbyter Councils and Conferences of Workers® 
— Oblast (Regional), Inter-Oblast, Republican 


Tend the flock of God that is your charge, not by constraint but willingly, 
not for shameful gain but eagerly, not as domineering over those in your 
charge but being examples to the flock. | —1 Peter 5:2, 8 


§ 14. 

(a) Senior presbyters, / their deputies/ and assistants are recom- 
mended by the AUCECB / presidium/ with the approval of the churches 
in which they are members: 

/ Republican ‘and inter-republican (senior presbyters) through. their 
election at republican and inter-republican conferences of church workers; 
or the approval of senior presbyters at oblast, inter-oblast, regional, or inter- 
regional conferences by recommendation of republican senior presbyters 
following the election of these senior presbyters at oblast, inter-oblast, re- 
gional and inter-regional coriferences of church workers. /7 

In the case of irresponsible service of senior presbyters, their 
deputies or assistants, the AUCECB presidium examines the question of 
their further service (1 Tim. 5:19) and presents the matter of their reelection 
at the corresponding conference of workers. / 

(c) To help senior presbyters, a council of experienced church workers 
is sara at conferences; the senior presbyter being the chairman of the 
council. 


§ 15. Senior presbyters together with presbyter councils carry out: 

(a) The tasks of the Union, stated in Paragraph 3 of this constitituion; 

(b) Spiritual help to churches located in the territory which they serve; 
/ help in singing and musical matters by attracting experienced choir direc- 
tors; ; participate in worship services and in the education of believers in 
proper relations to their Christian duties; 

(c) Participate where possible / in the recommendation/ and election 
of presbyters and other church workers and in their ordination/ after a pro- 
bation period of no less than one year from their election by the church, 
similarly for their dismissal; / 

(d) Keep a list of congregations, workers, and the number of church 
members. ‘ 


§ 16. Senior presbyters report on their activities to the / corresponding/ 
conference of church workers® and to the AUCECB. 


§ 17. The senior presbyter has a seal and a stamp. 


§ 18. For deciding questions that arise, as deemed necessary, / the 
senior presbyter together with/ the presbyter council calls a conference of 
ou workers, in the territory served by him, / but not less than once a 
year. 















































484 Soviet Evangelicals Since World War Il 


IV. Local ECB Churches 


I will build my church.—Matthew 16:18 
And the churches were strengthened in the faith.—Acts 16:5 


§ 19.Local ECB churches are an association of believers of the Evan- 
elical-Baptist faith, voluntarily united for mutual service to the Lord and 
or the satisfaction of their spiritual needs. 

The tasks of the local ECB churches are: 

(a) To preach the gospel (Acts 20:24); 

(b) To educate belies to attain holiness, Christian piety, and to ob- 

serve all that Christ commanded (Mt. 28:20; 1 Tim. 2:1-4); 
(c) Develop and strengthen Christian love and unity of believers, in 
agreement with the high priestly prayer of our Lord (Jn. 17:21-23). 


§ 20. For carrying out the tasks specified, the local ECB churches 
meet for divine worship with preaching of the gospel, prayers, and baptism, 
communion, marriage, funerals, and other church practices. The worship 
service is carried out with congregational and choral singing, with musical 
accompaniment, / declamation,/ etc. 


§ 21.The ECB churches meet for worship on Sundays, and also on 
weekdays at the discretion of the church and on the Christian festivals: 
Christmas, New Year, Epiphany, Circumcision, Annunication, Easter, As- 
cension, Trinity, Transfiguration, Harvest Festival, Unity Day / and other 


church holidays, / 

§ 22. Communion in local ECB churches (congregations and groups) is 
ete at the discretion of the church, usually on the first Sunday of each 
month. 


§ 23. ECB churches conduct their worship services in special buildings, 


provided by the state for their free use, or in properties leased from local 


organs of power or from individual persons. 


§ 24. 

(a) Anyone believing in Christ as his personal Savior, having 
experienced the rebirth through the Word of God and the Holy Spirit, hav- 
ing experienced water baptism on faith and having attained the age of ma- 
jority,® may be a member of a local church. 

/ (b) Accepting church members from other congregations is carried 
out by the church after receiving notification from the church in which he 
or she was a member. / 

(c) Each church member takes an active part in the life of the church, 
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serves the Lord in accordance with his calling, exercises the right to elect 
and to be elected for service, bears responsibility before God and the church 
for his spiritual condition (1 Pet. 2:5, 9; Gal. 6:1, 2). 


§ 25. 

(a) Each believer, wishing to receive water baptism on faith,!° declares 
this to the presbyter of the church and / after appropriate spiritual instruc- 
tion/ he is examined. 

(b) / After the church has decided about satisfying this request,/ the 
baptism is performed in natural water or in a baptistry. 


§ 26. Each church belonging to the AUCECB union maintains its inde- 
pendence and decides the most major internal church questions at a / 
members / meeting. The election and reelection of church workers, the ac- 
cepting and expelling of members, as well as other spiritual questions are 
presented / by the presbyter, but managerial and financial matters/ by the 
executive committee. 


§ 27. For the daily services and conduct of current affairs the church, / 
: accord with Holy Scripture (1 Tim. 3:1-12; Titus 1:5-9; Acts 6:3-6),/ 
elects: 

(a) For the presbyterial tasks there is a presbyter / or if necessary 
several presbyters, one of/ whom is the chief person, responsible for the 
worship service and the spiritual education of church members and for 
carrying out the church statutes in the church; as well as deacons and 
preachers, who participate instead of a presbyter in conducting worship 
services and fulfilling the church statutes. 

Other church members as designated by the presbyter / or the person 
responsible for the worship service/ may also participate in the preaching 
and worship services of the church. 


Commentary: / (1) The presbyter may conduct conversations with 
deacons, preachers, choir leaders, and church members about the wor- 
ship service and other spiritual questions, devoting special attention in 
this to the education of young believers, and also for the preparation of 
recommendations to be approved by decision of the members meeting. 

(2) In each congregation baptism, communion, marriage and other 
practices are performed, as a rule, by elected ordained presbyters and 
upon designation of the presbyter, by other workers. these practices, 
including excommunication, can be performed by elected but not yet or- 
dained church workers. /1! 


(b) For fulfilling the immediate functions connected with the manage- 
ment and use of the church property, and also for the external representa- 
tion of the church, there is the executive organ; 
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(c) For supervising incoming!? and outgoing funds, and also for the 
maintenance of the congregation’s property, there is an auditing com- 
mission of three members;}8 

(d) The presbyter, the executive organ, the auditing commission, and 
other workers report to the church not less than once a year. 


§ 28. 

(a) Choristers, their leaders, and also those playing musical instruments 
are believers. 

(b) The spiritual guardian of the choir is the presbyter of the church, 
and also the choir leader. 4 


(a) The local church’s means consist of the freewill offerings of believ- 


ers, which have been paid into the treasury of the church (2 Cor. 9:7). 

- (b) The churchs funds are spent: On the upkeep of the church 
premises, on the maintenance of church workers, for transfer to the AU- 
CECB treasurer, to the treasury of the oblast and to the republican senior 
presbyter, and for other church needs. 

(c) Each church maintains a book for recording income and expendi- 
ture. 

(d) Each church has an inventory book in which the property of the 
church is entered—both what is received from the state by contract and 
what is bought and donated. An audit of the finances and material means is 
carried out by the auditing commission. 


§ 30. The church has its own seal and stamp. 


Explanatory Footnotes 


1. The order “confession of faith” and “the principles of’ were reversed, the 
1966 statute putting the principles first. 

2. The 1979 revision omitted “and other denominations.” 

3. Slightly shortened in 1979 to make less definite the distinction between 
que and unions close to them in faith and other organizations and unions 
abroad. 

4, Replacing “congregations” with “churches,” 

5. Changed from three members to five in 1974 to seven in 1979. 

6. “Workers” replacing “presbyters,” the former being more inclusive. 

7. This paragraph was reworded and expanded in order to distinguish 
between senior presbyters at the republican and inter-republican level from those 
senior presbyters responsible for smaller areas who are subordinate to republican 
senior presbyters, having been recommended or nominated by the latter. 

8. “Church workers” replaces “presbyters.” 
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9, The order of the latter two conditions is reversed, thereby. permitting bap- 
tism before the age of 18, but making age of maturity a condition for Shack 
membership. 

10. Omits phrase “‘to join the local church,” hereby making clear the new dis- 
tinction between baptism and church membership. 

11. This commentary has entirely new content; the earlier commentary stated: 
“Church ordinances may be performed, upon recommendation of the presbyter and 
gun council, by deacons, members of the church council or preachers of the 
church. 

12. This less precise word replacing “collections” allows funds received pri- 
vately to be included in the church treasury instead of only money collected inside 
the church building as the law specifies. 

13. The three-member condition earlier appeared at the end of Par. 29 (c). 

14. The order is reversed to stress the presbyter’s guardianship role. 
























































Appendix 4 


AUCECB Council Members and Senior Presbyters 


The All-Union Council initially consisted of eight persons, of whom 
five formed a Presidium. It was increased to 12 in 1945. The role of the five 
member Presidium was especially strong from 1954-58. The Council was 
increased to 14 plus two candidates in 1958, but reduced in 1959 to 10 
members “in accordance with the law’. The existing council was reelected 
in 1963 (Tatarchenko replacing the deceased Orlov) and five candidates 
were elected. In 1966 the Council was expanded to 25 members, eight 
candidates and a 10 member Presidium, delegates electing the Council 
members and candidates, the Council electing the Presidium from its ranks 
and the Presidium electing its own officers. In 1969 the Presidium increased 
to 11 members (until 1971). In 1979 the Council was increased again to 31 
members (only 30 were elected), nine candidates. The Presidium was also 
increased to 1] members with three candidates. 

The Revision or Auditing Commission members are included because 
they are a part of the leadership, membership on the commission usually 
serving as a stepping stone into the Council. Introduced in 1948, the three 
members in 1979. Beginning in 1980 the chairman became ex-officio 
member of the Presidium. 


Abbreviations: 
° = present office holder Pres = presbyter 
SP = senior presbyter Cand = candidate member 
Dep = deputy senior presbyter Pen. = Pentecostal 
Ass t = assistant senior presbyter MB = Mennonite Brethren 
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Jacob I. Zhidkov (President) 1944-66 
Alexander V. Karev (General Secretary) 1944-71 
M. I. Goliaev (Vice-President) 1944-54; member 1954-59 
M. A. Orlov (Vice-President) 1944-54; member 1954-61 
N. A. Levindanto (SP Baltic) member 1944-54; Vice-President 1954-66 
A. L. Andreev (SP Ukraine) member 1944-54; Vice-President 1954-65 
F. G. Patkovski (Dep Ukraine) member 1944-48; briefly Treasurer 1948 
P. I. Malin (Treasurer) 1944-48 
*I. G. Ivanov member 1945-48; Treasurer 1948-66; President 1966-74; 
President Emeritus 1974- 
K. Latseklis (SP Latvia) 1945 
Johannes I. Lipstock (SP Estonia) 1945-59 
D. I. Ponomarchuk (Pen, Dep Ukraine, SP Moldavia) 1945-66 
A. M. Korps (SP Latvia) 1946-48 ; 
A. M. Redlikh (SP Latvia) 1948-53 
V. N. Chechnev (SP Belorussia) 1948-58; Cand 1958 
P. Ia. Ter-Avanesov (SP Caucasus) Cand. 1948-53; member 1953-58; 
Cand 1958-59 
Johannes M. Ris (SP Riga region) Cand 1948 
F. E. Kuhns (SP Latvia) 1953-59 
A. I. Mitskevich (Ass t Gen. Sec.) 1958-59; Presidium 1966-79, also 
Treasurer 1971-79 
A. N. Karpov (SP Moscow) 1958-66 
I. I. Motorin (Treasurer) member 1958-66; Treasurer 1966-71 
E. N. Raevski (SP E. Siberia and Far East) Cand 1958-59; Cand. 1963-66; 
Cand 1969-71; member 1971-74 
G. G. Ponurko (Pen SP Dnepropetrovsk) Cand 1958-59; Cand 1963-66 
K. S. Veliseichik (SP Belorussia) 1959-69 
I. Ia. Tatarchenko (Dep Ukraine) 1963-66; Presidium 1966-72 
A. M. Sil’dos (SP Latvia) Cand 1963-66; member 1966-69 
S. P. Fadiukhin (SP Leningrad) Cand 1963-66; member 1966-69; 
Presidium 1969-79 ; 
M. S. Vashchuk (SP Central Asia) Cand 1963-66; member 1966-69 
P. K. Egle (SP Latvia) 1966-79 
°M. Ia. Zhidkov (Pres. Moscow) Presidium 1966-71; Vice-President 1971- 
“Jacob J. Fast (MB, Dep RSFSR) 1966-74; Presidium 1974- 
A.N. Kiriukhantsev (SP Leningrad) Presidium 1966 
N. N. Mel’nikov (SP Ukraine) Vice-President 1966-74 
S. T. Timchenko (Moscow) Vice-President 1966-71 
I. Ia. Kaliuzhnyi (Dep Ukraine) 1966-79 
°A. E. Klimenko (SP Volga) 1966-71; Vice-President 1971-74; President 1974- 
°K. P. Borodinov (SP W. Siberia) 1966- 
N. V. Koval’kov (Moscow staff) 1966-69 
N. V. Kuz menko (Pen Dep Ukraine) 1966-69 
M. Ia. Rubanenko (SP Krasnodarskii Krai) 1966-68 
D. D. Shapovalov (Dep Ukraine) 1966-79 
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m 


F. Vasilenko (SP Vinnitsa) 1966- 

A. Nesteruk (Pen SP Volhynia) 1966-69; Cand 1974-79; member 1979- 
A. Dzhaniashvili (SP Caucasus) 1966-68 

T. Mitin (SP Voroshilovgrad) Cand 1966-69 

A. 

A, 

F. 


% 


Vv 
A. 
P. 
V. 
A. A. Arder (Pres. Rakvere Estonia) Cand 1966-69 
V. A. Kriger (MB, Moscow staff) Cand 1966-69; member 1969-74 
L. F. Tkachenko (Moscow staff) Cand 1966-69 
G. T. Bulgakov (SP Upper Volga) Cand 1966-79 
*D. M. Andrikevich (SP Khmel nitski) Cand 1966-69; Cand 1974-79; 
member 1979- 
V. F. Semenov (former Leningrad Pres )Cand 1966-69 
I. M. Orlov (Moscow Int. Dept) Cand. 1966-69; member 1969 
*Robert Vyzu (SP Estonia) 1969-79; Presidium 1979- 
*A. M. Bychkov (Gen. Sec.) Vice-President 1969-71; Gen. Sec. 1971- 
*N. L Dolmatov (SP Rostov) 1969- 
*1. S. Gnida (Dep Ukraine) 1969-74; Presidium 1974-79; Asst Gen. Sec. 
1979- 
A. D. Savin (SP Krasnodarskii Krai) 1969-74 
*V.§. Glukhovski (Pen, Dep Ukraine) 1969-79; Presidium 1979- 
M. M. Samotugin (SP Central Asia) 1969-74 
P. K. Shatrov (Pen, Moscow staff) Presidium 1969-79 
*Jacob K. Dukhonchenko (SP Ukraine) Cand 1969-71; member 1971-74; 
Vice-President 1974- 
S. K. Malanchuk (SP Moldvia) Cand. 1969-74 
*D. L. Vozniuk (Pen, SP Ternopol) Cand 1969-74; member 1974-79; 1979- 
*L. §. Vladyko (Pen, Dep Belorussia) Cand 1969-74; member Vice- 
President and Presidium Cand 1979- 
°N. A. Kolesnikov (SP Kazakhstan) Cand 1969-74; member 1974-79; 
Treasurer 1979- 
V. I. Lebedev (Moscow staff) Cand 1969-74 
M. P. Chernopiatov (SP Tula) Vice-President 1974-79 
*N. N. Sizov (SP Kirgizia) 1974- 
°T. F. Kviring (SP Central Asia) 1974-79; Cand Presidium 1979- 
*V. E. Logvinenko (Dep RSFSR) 1974-79; Vice-President 1979- 
*I. V. Bukatyi (SP Belorussia) 1974-79; Presidium 1979- 
°F. P. Virts (Dep Kazakhstan) Cand 1974-79; member 1979- 
*V. A. Mitskevich (SP South central RSFSR) Cand 1974-79; member 1979- 
°*N. G. Tsuman (SP Dnepropetrovsk) Cand 1974-79; member 1979- 
*Ta. M. Kravchenko (SP Zhitomir) Cand 1974-79; member 1979- 
°F, D. Starukhin (SP Kharkov) 1979- 
°K, A. Sipko (SP Omsk) 1979- 
°N. Z. Kvirikashvili (SP Caucasus) 1979- 
*K, S, Sedlitskii (SP Moldavia) Presidium 1979- 
"Ia. E. Tervits (SP Latvia) Cand. Presidium 1979- 
*B. I. Bilas (Pen, SP L’'vov) member 1979- 
*V_N. Vlasenko (8 SP Stavropoi) Cand. 1979- 
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° A. A. Lysiuk (SP Chernovitsy) Cand 1979- 

°V. E. Zenkin (Pen Dnepropetrovsk) Cand 1979- 
°A. F. Agafonov (Pres Kishinev) Cand. 1979- 
“A. G. Brynza (SP Zaporozh’e) Cand 1979- 

*P. P. Ens (Pres Orenburg) Cand. 1979- 

*V. I. Petrov (SP Kursk) Cand 1979- 

G. I. Komendant (SP Kiev) Cand 1979- 

A.P. Vashchishin (Pen, SP Rovno) Cand 1979- 


Revision Commission Members: 
V. T. Pelevin (SP Kursk) Chairman 1948-54 
A. I. Mitskevich (Ass’t Gen. Sec.) 1948-58; chairman 1959-66 
N. N. Melnikov (Dep Ukraine) 1948-66, chairman 1958-59 
F. R. Astakhov (Dep Ukraine) chairman 1954-58; member 1958-66 
. A. Rusanov (SP North Caucasus) 1958-59 
. P. Chernopiatov SP Tula) Chairman 1966-74 
. V. Mel'nik (Ass’t Ukraine) 1966-74; Chairman 1974- 
G. Radchuk (SP Rovno) 1966-74 
_N. Sizov (SP Kirgizia) 1969-74 
: . Mitskevich (SP South Central RSFSR) 1969-74 
JS. 
1. 
P. 


Zou 


Kvirikashvili (SP Caucasus) 1974-79 
Sedletskii (SP Moldavia) 1974-79 
Pavlenk (SP Sumy) 1974-77 
Mamalat (SP Kirovograd) 1979- 
. A. Shul'’ts (Ass’t Kazakhstan) 1974- 
°F. P. Lymar (SP Cherkassy) 1979- 

°M. M. Kon’shin (SP Lower Urals) 1979- 
°N. A. Poberei 1979- 

*O. I. Skuratovich (SP Minsk) 1979- 


AZ<2 


i?) 


<> 


AUCECB Senior Presbyters: °are present incumbents; the list is arranged 
according to the 10 regional divisions presently in effect 


1. RSFSR 
Andrei E. Klimenko, SP 1979-80 
°*V. E. Logvinenko, Dep 1979-80; SP 1980- 
“Jacob J. Fast, Dep 1979- 
“P. K. Shatrov, Dep 1979- 


1.01 Leningrad and North East (Kaliningrad added 1976) 
A. S. Chizov 1947-53 


NOTE: The organizational division for multi-oblast responsibiliites varied as younger senior 
presbyters gradually assumed more responsibility and older senior presbyters no longer 
managed the excessive distances. 
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A. N. Karpov 1958-54 

M. A. Orlov 1954-60 

ALN. Kiriukhantsev 1960-66 
*S. P. Fadiukhin 1966- 


Temporary Subdivisions: 
Kalinin—V.P. Arzhanov 1945-47 
V. F. Semenov 1959 (Ass't) 
Pskov—M. S. Kapustinskii 1945-53 
F. A. Kuprin 1953-59 (Asst) 


1.02 North West (includes Vologda, Murmansk, Arkhangelsk, 
Karelia, Komi ASSR) 
M. A. Sorokin 1967-78 
°S. L. Nikolaev 1978- 


1.03 North Central (Moscow, Vladimir, Ivanovsk, Iaroslavl, 
Kostroma) 
M. A. Orlov 1945-54 
A. N. Karpov 1954-65 also Tula and Kalinin 1968-65 
G. P. Lampetov 1966-70 also Kalinin 
A. L. Kaiukov 1967-72 for Moscow, Kalinin, Smolensk, Ivanovsk and 
Iaroslavl 
*V_L. Fedichkin 1973- 
1.04 South Central (Kalinin, Tambov, Smolensk, Kaluga, Riazan, 
Voronezh) 
I. F. Zharikh 1947-58 for Tambov, Riazan, Voronezh 
G. T. Bulgakov 1959-68 
I. P. Beliaev 1944-57 for Smolensk, later also Kaluga 
V. P. Arzhanov 1945-68 for Kalinin 
G. P, Lampetov 1966-70 for Kalinin and North Central 
A. L. Kaiukov 1967-72 for Kalinin, Smolensk and North Central 
*V. A. Mitskevich 1973- 


1.05 Belgorod 
[. D, Shavyrin 1945-66 
M. P. Chernopiatov 1970-74 (for Belgorod, Kaluga, Riazan, Tula) 
°S. A. Kiseliuk 1972- 


1.06 Kursk 
V. T. Pelevin 1945-57 
M. A. Sorokin 1958-64 
. A. Nosarev 1964-68 
. A. Evstratenko 1968-74 
*V_I. Petrov 1974- 
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1.07 Orel and Briansk 
F. F. Barkholenko 1945-57 
A.N. Krainii 1957- 
P. F. Dubinin (Ass’t) 1958-61 for Briansk 


e 


1.08 Tula 
N. P. Kiriukhantsev 1945-56 (since 1950 combined with the Volga 
autonomous republics) 
A. N. Karpov 1963-65 


- °M. P. Chernopiatov 1966- (temporarily also for Belgorod, Kaluga and 


Riazan) 


1.09 Lower Urals (Kuibyshev, Penza, UI’ianovsk, Orenburg, 
Cheliabinsk) 
G. M. Buzynin 1945-63 (also Tatar, Bashkir, Udmurt, Churvash, Mariisk 
and Mordovian ASSRs) 
A. E. Klimenko 1963-75 (gradually increased to 13 oblasts on Upper and 
Lower Volga and Voronezh) 
°“M. M. Kon’shin 1975- 


1.10 Upper Volga (Mariisk, Tatar, Chuvash, Udmurt, Bashkir 
ASSRs, and Gor ki Oblast) 
T. V. Cheburakhin 1946-50 
N. P. Kiriukhantsev 1950-56 
S. G. Shchepetov 1956-58 
G. M. Buzynin 1958-63 
°G. T. Bulgakov 1963- (Also Perm, Penza added in 1976) 
1.11 Lower Volga (Volgograd. Saratov and Astrakhan after 1957) 
V. I. Ermilov 1954-63 
S. S. Zhuivan 1957-70 
A. E. Klimenko 1970-75 
“Ja. Ia. Korzhevski 1975- 


1.12 Rostov 
A. A. Koshelev 1945-53 
M. I. Goliaev 1954-60 
A. R. Surikov (Ass’t) 1956-? 
I. A. Evstratenko 1960-65 
V. A. Selivanov 1965-66 
°N. 
Vv 


I. Dolmatov 1966- 
. D. Erisov (Ass’t) 1968-74 


1.18 Krasnodarskii Krai 
. 1. Kornaukhov 1944-55 
I. Andreenko 1956-60 


N 
V. 
I, E. Egorov 1960-65 
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M. Ia. Rubanenko 1965-66 
PA. Dzhaniashvili 1966-68 


A. D. Savin 1972-78 
S. E. Dubovchenko (Ass’t) 1972- ? 
*V. D. Erisov 1978- 


1.14 Stavropol’ skii Krai 
N. I. Kornaukhov 1944-54 
R. R. Podgaiskii 1954-65 
P. A. Dzhaniashvili 1965-68 
A, D. Savin 1968-77 
E. 
V. 
V. 
N. 


Ee 


E. Morgachev (Ass't) 1972-78 

D. Erisov 1977-79 

N. Vlasenko 1979- (Ass’t since 1978) 
E. Suchkov (Ass t) 1979- 


m 


* 


1.15 Western Siberia (Novosibirsk, Tomsk, Omsk, Tiumen, 
Kurgan, Cheliabinsk, Kemerovo, Altai region) 
F. G. Patkovskii 1944-46 
E. P. Starostein 1946 (Novosibirsk and Tomsk) 
F. R. Astakhov 1946-52 
S. G. Ariskin 1952-62 
V. I. Ermelov 1962-68 
K. P. Borodinov 1966- 
A. N. Mikhailov (Ass’t) 1964-66 (for Kemerovo) 
Jacob J. Fast (Ass't 1967-76 


e 


1.16 Eastern Siberia and Far East (Krasnoiarskii Krai, Irkutsk, 
Buriat ASSR, Iakutia, Amur, Khabarovsk, Primorskii Krai, Kamchatka, 
Sakhalin) 
T. V. Toropov 1946-48 (for Krasnoiarskii Krai) 
V. 1. Kositsyn 1946- ? (for Khabarovsk region) 
*E, N. Raevski 1948- (also Far East after 1957) 
*Tu. A. Maksimchuk (Ass’t) 1974-79; SP for Far East 1979- 


1.17 Omsk 
°K. A, Sipko,1979- 


2. Ukraine 
Senior Presbyter: A. L. Andreev 1944-66 
N. N. Melnikov 1966-74 Dep. since 1956 
*Jacob K. Dukhonchenko 1974- 


Deputy Senior Presbyters: 
F. G. Patkovskii 1946-48 
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D. I. Ponomarchuk 1946-57 

A. I. Mitskevich 1948-56 

F. R. Astakhov 1962-66 

D. D. Shapovalov 1966-69 

I. Ja. Tatarchenko 1966-72 

N. V. Kuz menko 1966-68 

I. Ia Kaliuzhnyi 1966-79 

°1. S. Gnida 1970- 

°V. S. Glukhovski 1974- 

°M. V. Mel'nik (Ass’t) 1974- Served as secretary to Ukrainian 
SP since 1962 





2.01 Volhynia 
A. A. Agripinin 1945-52 
F. O. Pavliuk 1952-62 
°A. A. Nesteruk 1962- 
2.02 Rovno 
M. A. Nichiporuk 1945-60 
P. G. Radchuk 1960-77 
°N. T. Davidiuk 1977- 
*A. P. Vashchishin (Ass t) 1979- 


2.08 Zhitomir 
V. K. Shchavlinski 1945-57 
Ia. P. Grishchenko 1957-66 
V. S. Glukhovski 1966-69 
“Ta. M. Kravchenko 1970- 


2.04 L’vov 
. M. Brichuk 1945-52 
.G. Gritchenko 1952-63 





8. Glukhovski 1969-74 (also Zakarpatia) 
. I, Bilas 1974- 
. M. Orlov (Ass’t) 1974- 


2.05 Ternopol 
._ M. Tesliuk 1945-5 53 
. A. Goroshko (Ass’t) 1945-54 
. A. Agripinin 1957-66 
. L. Vozniuk 1966- 


2.06 Khmel nitskii 
G. E. Lukianchuk 1945-47 
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V. L. Sukhanov 1947-58 
FE. A. Mazin 1954-63 
D. M. Andrikevich 1968- 


* 


2.07 Zakarpatia 


E. E. Stumpf 1946-47 (P. Semenovich and Kondor Asst). 


M. A. Mocharko 1947-69 
V. S, Glukhovski 1969-74 
°M. M. Andriushko (Ass’t) 1973- 


2.08 Chernovitsy and Ivanovo-Frankousk 


A. G. Linev 1948-57 _ 
Z. N. Golik 1957-66 ? ’ 


*A. D. Lysiuk 1976- 


2.09 Vinnitsa 
A. P. Kishchak 1945-50 and 1958-63 
P. S. Lisovenko 1950-58 
D. D. Shapovalov 1963-65 
*V_ EF. Vasilenko 1965- 

2.10 Kiev 

G. Aksenov 1945 
G. Patkovski 1946 
I. Mitskevich 1946-56 
I. Eniukov 1957-63 
F. Feriupko 1963-67 (Ass t 1948-63) 
I. Ia. Kaliuzhnyi 1967-79 (Ass t 1948-55) 
*M. V. Melnik 1979- 
°G. L Komendant 1979- 


G. 
F. 
A. 
D. 
L, 


2.11 Cherkassy (until 1955 part of Kiev) 
I. Ia. Kaliuzhnyi 1955-69 
G. V. Nikalin (Ass’t) 1956-60 
D. M. Andrikevich (Ass’t) 1960-63 
°“F. P. Lymar 1969- 


2.12 Chernigov 
A. G. Savenko 1945-57 
V. K. Shchavlinskii 1957-63 
I. D. Laiko 1968-69 
°G. F. Spisovskii 1970- 
2.13 Sumy 
A. F. Dmitriev 1945-54 
V. L. Sukhanov 1954-58 
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 §. Lisovenko 1958-61 (Ass t since 1947) 
.M. Tesliuk 1961 

. K. Shchavlinskii 1962-63 

. I. Priimenko 1964-69 

. L. Pavlenko 1970-77 

. L. Kibenko 1977- 


2.14 Poltava 
. Orishechko 1945-53 
. Tesliuk 1953-63 
. Akritov 1963-70 
. Vlasenko 1971- 


2.15 Kharkov 
Voinov 1945-53 
- Parchevskii 1958-63 
. Akritov 1963-64 
. Shapovalov 1965-78 
. Starukhin 1978- (Ass’t since 1976) 


mo ZvS 
plait 


2.16 Dnepropetrovsk 
. Mel nik 1945 
. Melnikov 1946-56 
. Ponurko 1957-66 
. Galenko 1966-77 
. Tsuman 1977- 
. Zenkin (Ass’t) 1979- 


2.17 Donets (Stalinsk) 
. V. Gaenko 1945-54 
. A. Rusanov 1954-58 
. P. Miroshnichenko (Ass’t) 1956-57 
. Ia. Tatarchenko 1958-72 - 
. P. Fadiukhin (Ass’t) 1958-60 
°S. F. Karpenko 1972- 


mMozaz< 


2.18 Voroshilovgrad (includes Lugansk) 
I. P. Sushkov 1945-56 
A. V. Gaivoronski 1956-70 
P. G. Savchenko (Ass’t) 1946 
V. T. Mitin 1970- 


2.19 Kirovograd 
V. L. Sukhanov 1946-53 
A. V. Medushevski 1953-61 
L Ia. Kaliuzhnyi 1961-67 (jointly with Giekae) 
I. S. Gnida 1967-71 
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N. G. Tsuman 1971-77 
*A. P. Mamalat 1977- 
2.20 Odessa (Ismail added in 1954) 
V. Krapivnitski 1945-54 
S. Lipovoi 1954-62 (had been SP for Ismail since 1946) 
G. Kvashenko 1962-64 (Ass’t since 1956) 
V. Kuz menko 1964-68 
M. Tsap 1969- ; 


2.21 Kherson and Nikolaev (joint since 1963) 
S. F. Tikhii 1945 
°K. L. Kolibabchuk 1946- 
Nikolaev only: F. E. Mitriaev 1945-56 
P. K. Rudyi 1956-63 


ad 


S. 

M 
A. 
N. 
A. 


2,22, Zaporozh’e 
M. G. Bova 1946 
I. E. Isaichenko 1947-61 
G. G. Ponurko 1958-62 
K. L. Sevashko (Ass’t) 1962 
F. B. Kislits 1964-68 
Jacob K. Dukhonchenko 1968-74 
°A. G. Brynza 1975- 


2.23 Crimea 
A. F. Avgustinovich 1945-54 
A. V. Kamyshanski 1954-57 
A. P. Miroshnichenko 1957-67 
D.N. Petrov 1968-69 
*V. S. Meshcheriakov 1970- 
8. Belorussia 
Senior Presbyter: 
V. N. Chechnev 1945-58 
K. S. Veliseichik 1958-76 
“I. V. Bukatyi 1976- 
Deputy Senior Presbyters: 
I. K. Pan’ko 1946-49 
I. G. Shatura 1955-66 
N. N. Germanovich 1963-65 
A. M. Ketsko 1966-78 
*L. S. Vladyko 1966- 


8.01 Minsk 
D. A. Ivanchenko 1945-57 
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G. A. Boiko 1957 (had been SP of Pinsk since 1948) 
I. G. Shatura 1957-66 
A. M. Ketsko 1966-79 

°O. I. Skuratovich 1979- 


8.02 Grodno 
°K. I. Sevashko 1945- 


3.03 Brest (Baranovichi and Pinsk added in 1957) 
A. I. Alekseev 1946-49 
N. A. Andresiuk 1949-57 : 
I. G. Shatura 1957-63 (SP for Baranovichi since 1945) 
N. N. Germanovich 1963-65 
S. S. Lutsik (Ass’t) 1963-66 
U. A. Krivchen 1966-78 ? 
’P. A. Mukha 1978- 
Pinsk: Vashkevich 1945-47 
G. A. Boiko 1948-57 
° A. L. Sebrukovich (Ass’t) 1979- 


3.04 Gomel’ (Molodechno) 
I. K. Kul bitskii 1946-54 
LT. Mikhailov 1954-66 
A. T. Pashkovskii 1966-78 ? 
*P. A. Kazakevich 1979- 
8.05 Short Term Subdivisions 
Vitebsk-Mogila 
N. E. Tkachev 1953-60 
A. P. Polovikov 1966- ? 


Bobruisk 

Ia. M. Anikeenko 1945 
Polesskoi 

L. N. Leshchenko 1953-? 


4. Moldavia 


_ K. Malanchuk 1965-73 
°K. S. Sedletski 1973- 


5. Latvia (Senior Presbyter is traditionally called bishop); 
from 1945-66 N. A. Levindanto was SP for the Baltic region 
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K. L Lakes 1946 
A. M. Korps 1946-48 
A.M. Red ikh bape 538 


° la. E, Tervits 1977- 


Lithuania: L. Apanasenok 1945-47 
I. M. Inkenas 1947-54 
P. Zil berts 1954-63 
Since 1979 fully part of Latvian administration 


6. Estonia 
Johannes I. Lipstock 1945-61 
N. A. Levindanto 1961-66 
A. M. Sil’dos 1964-68 (had been Sec. to SP since 1945) 
*Robert Vyzu 1968- 
*R. Kiviloo (Ass't) 1970- 


7. Caucasian Republics (Georiga, Armenia, Azerbaidzhan) 
Ia. Ter-Avanesov 1944-49 
. §. Dushenko 1949-57 
-R. Astakhov 1957-61 
. A. Rusanov 1961-63 
_ A. Dzhaniashvili 1965-68 
_P. Krasinski 1968-74 
_Z. Kvirikashvili 1974- 


8. Kazakhstan 
P. P. Petrov 1945-47 
M. D. Tikhonov 1947-58 
M. S. Vashchuk 1958-70 
N. A. Kolesnikov 1970-80 (Asst since 1968) 
°F, P, Virts (Asst) 1974- 
*V. A. Shul’ts (Ass’t) 1978- 
"A, F. Burlakov (Ass 't) 1978- 
-*V. V. Gorelov 1980- 


9. Kirgizia 
V. I. Andreenko 1946-56 
N. A. ladykin 1957-60 
M. S. Vashchuk 1960-69 
*"N_N. Sizov 1969- 


a 


AUCECB Leaders 


ee Asia (Uzebkistan, Tadzhikistan, later also Turkmenia) 
Matveev 1947 

A. T. Pen’kov 1947-55 

L. M. Karakai 1955-60 

M. S. Vashchuk 1960-67 

_M. M. Samotugin 1967-76 
*T, F. Kviring 1977- (Ass’t since 1976) 

B. N. Serin (Ass’t) 1979- 
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°M. I. Khorev (Kishinev) 1972- 

°K. K. Kreker (Novosibirsk) 1972- 

°N. P. Khrapov (Tashkent) 1966-, formally a member since 1972 
°B. la. Schmidt (Slavgorod) 1976- 
‘N. I. Kabysh (Zheltye vody, Dnepropetrovsk Oblast) Cand 1976- 
°P. A. Artiukh (Volkovysk, Grodno, Belorussia) Cand 1976- 

P. G. Rytikov (Krasnodon, Voroshilovgrad Oblast) Cand 1976- 
ee °S. N. Misiruk (Odessa) Cand 1976- 











3. Council of Prisoners’ Relatives (CPR) 
L. K. Govorun (Smolensk) 1964-66 
N. P. Iastrebova (Kharkov) 1964-67 
i Rudneva, wife of V. T. (Semipalatinsk) 1964-67 
*Lidia M. Vins (Kiev) 1967- Chairman 
Appen dix 5 N. P. Iakimenkova (Moscow) 1967-76 


fer ewes (Omsk) 1967- (elected acting chairman 25 June 
K. V. Kozlova (Ioshkar-Ola) 1967- ? 

*Galina I. Rytikova (Krasnodon) 1970- Secretary 

“A. N. Melashchenko (Seversk, Donets) 1978?- 

“A. A. Senkevich (Grodno, Belorussia) 1974- 

*V. P. Dombrovskaia (Saki, Crimea) 1978?- 





CCECB Members and Council of Prisoners’ Relatives 


1. Organizing Committee (Orgkomitet) February 1962-September 1965 °L. V. Rumachik (Dedovsk, Moscow) 1978?- 
A. F. Prokofiev (arrested May 1962, sentenced to 10 years prison and *S. A. Iudintseva (Khartsyzsk, Donets) 1978?- 
exile) *Z. Ia. Vel’chinskaia (Brest, Belorussia) 1978?- 
G. K. Kriuchkov 
G, P. Vins * = Incumbents, December 1980 
A. A. Shalashov (died December 1963) ? = precise date unknown or approximate 
N. G. Baturin 


2. Council of Churches of Evangelical Christian-Baptists (CCECB) 
*G, K. Kriuchkov (Tula) President, 1965- 
°G, P. Vins (Kiev) Secretary 1965- (deported to USA April 1979) 
S. G. Dubovoi caer Kazakhstan) 1965-76 
*T. Ia, Antonov (Kirovograd) 1965- ; 
°N. G. Baturin (Shakhty, Rostov Oblast) 1965- (elected acting 
secretary June 1979) 
P. A. Iakimenkov (Moscow) 1965-76 
*D. V. Miniakov (Barnaul, now Valga, Estonia) 1965- 
S. T. Golev (Riazan) 1965-76 (deceased ) 
A. S. Goncharov (Prokop evsk, Kemerovo) 1965-69 (retired) 
P. Kondrashov (Mozdak, N. Ossetia) 1965-69 (retired) 
T. Shaptala (Khartsyzsk, Donets Oblast) temporary leader 
1966-69; member 1969-80. 
D. Bondarenko (Odessa) 1966-69 temporary member 
A. 
V. 





Punk (Zaporozh’e) 1966-69 temporary member 
Rumachik (Dedovsk, Moscow Oblast) 1969- 


a 


M 
M 
J. 
L 
P. 
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Sholkov, Vladimir 17 
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Townley, R. (Lord) 124, 361 

Trans World Radio 397 

Transcarpathia 97 
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Tsuman, N. G. 444, 445 

Tsunenko, N. T. 119 
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Williamson (Dr.) 124 

Woelk, H. 271 

Wolf, Jakob P. 316-317 

Women 46, 56, 86-87, 192, 242, 246, 259, 
329, 448 

World Congress of Pentecostals 382 

World Congresses on Evangelism 383 

World Council of Churches (WCC) 15, 
150, 201, 205, 259, 266, 282, 345, 365, 
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402, 404-409, 419, 470 


YMCA Press 892 

Yakunin, Gleb 148, 150, 368-369, 371 

Young Pioneer 299-300, 321 

Youth 46, 70, 151, 186, 227, 240, 246, 262, 
290, 297, 322-323, 325, 832-333, 398, 
429, 441, 447-448, 471 


Zaitseva, Larisa 253 

Zaitseva, Liudmila 253 

Zakharova, Nina 316 

Zdolbunovo 100 

Zdorovets, Boris 141, 235, 314, 315, 410 

Zenkin, V. E. 445 

Zhidkov, Ivan 35, 100, 103 

Zhidkov, Jacob 32, 40, 47, 56, 58, 61-63, 
67, 71, 78, 80, 83, 86-88, 90-91, 95, 98- 
99, 101, 105, 107-120, 122, 158-159, 
161, 178-180, 198, 200-201, 211, 215, 
224, 250-251, 285, 329-330, 361-365, 
868, 373, 386, 419, 469 

Zhidkov, Michael 107, 163, 176, 216-217, 
220, 224-226, 250-251, 255, 331, 350, 
362, 373, 381, 886, 388, 423, 444, 445 

Zhidkova, P. S. 100 

Zimmerman, Thomas 382 

Zinchenko, P. S. 144 

Ziubanov, M. E. 224 

Znanie Society 135, 303 

Zverev, Nikolai 364, 366 




















Walter Sawatsky, of Altona, Manitoba, is the Mennonite Central 
Committee liaison and representative for MCC programs in Europe and 
responsible for MCC's East/West Research Office in Neuwied, West 
Germany. He has traveled frequently in the Soviet Union since 1973—for 
two extended periods as a graduate student in the Canada-USSR Cultural 
Exchange Program, as a tourist, and as an official church representative. 

From 1973 to 1976 he was MCC research scholar at Keston College's 
Centre for the Study of Religion and Communism at Keston, Kent, En- 
gland. 

Sawatsky holds the PhD and MA degrees from the University of Min- 
nesota, a BA in history from Goshen College, and a diploma in sacred music 
from Steinbach Bible Institute. 

He is a member of the American Association for the Advancement of 
Slavic Studies, the American Historical Association, and Church and Peace 
(Germany). His articles have appeared in the international religious and 
Mennonite press. 

Walter and Margaret (Warkentin) Sawatsky are members of Gospel 
Mennonite Church (EMMC), Winnipeg. They are the parents of Natasha 
and Alexander. : 











shine ira Sa aE EPA HOP SSE BOSE STAR AIH 


ee 
MOODY BIBLE INSTITUTE 


astly discipleship. | For 
church universa!, 


Scie a definitive - 


ative Secretary 
the —— Church 





